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P.O. Box 200701

Helena, MT 59620-0701

(406)444-3186

FAX: 406-444-4952

Ref: DOO 127-03

March 10, 2003

Dear Interested Party:

This draft environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. The

EIS describes five alternative approaches to conserve and manage Montana's recovered gray wolf

population. It also evaluates the expected environmental consequences of each alternative.

In anticipation of the wolf's recovery, former Gov. Marc Racicot appointed the 12-member Wolf

Management Advisory Council to consider a wolf management approach for Montana to follow once the

wolf is delisted. After months of public deliberations over a wide range of issues, the council submitted its

findings to Gov. Judy Martz in 2001. This draft EIS was prepared in response to the council's

recommendations and is in part based on the group's suggested approach to wolf management in Montana.

On behalf of the people of Montana, FWP once again thanks the members of the Wolf Management

Advisory Council for their commitment to this important wildlife conservation and management effort.

FWP looks forward to hearing from you about this important issue. You can send your written comments to

Wolf Issues, FWP, 490 N. Meridian Rd., Kalispell, MT 59901 . You can comment on-line by visiting FWP's

website at www.fwp.state.mt.us . Click on "Montana Wolf Management" in the Hot Topics box and then

click on the "Comments" link. We also look forward to working with you at one of the following

connmunity work sessions.

March 27: Billings

April 1: Glasgow

April 3: Avon

April 8: Missoula

April 14: Bozeman

April 15: Gardiner

April 16: Dillon

April 16: Butte

April 17: Ennis

April 21 : Great Falls

April 23: Kalispell, Whitefish

April 24: Rexford

Additional information may be obtained from our website www.fwp.state.mt.us or by contacting Carolyn

Sime at 406-751-4586. The public comment period will close May 12, 2003.

Sincerely,

M. Jeff Hagener

Director
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

Introduction

Gray wolves (Canis lupus) are thriving and expanding in number and distribution in Montana. This is

because of natural emigration from Canada and a successful federal effort that reintroduced wolves into

Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the wilderness areas of central Idaho. There are probably more
wild wolves in Montana now than at any time in the past 70 years. Since 1974, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) has managed wolves in Montana, under the authority of the Endangered Species Act

(ESA). The biological recovery goal for the northern Rockies wolf population is a total of 30 or more
breeding pairs for three years in the states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, with breeding pair being

defined as a male and a female that raised at least two pups to December 3 1 . The biological requirements

for recovery were met at the end of 2002.

But before USFWS will propose to delist, federal managers must be confident that a secure, viable

population of gray wolves will persist if the protections of the ESA are removed. To provide that

assurance, Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming must develop conservation and management plans and adopt

other regulatory mechanisms in state law. Upon review and approval of the state plans, USFWS will

propose to delist the gray wolf. Upon delisting, management authority for wolves will return to the state

governments where wolves reside.

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

USI^S has managed wolves in Montana as either "endangered" or as "experimental, nonessential" under

the authority of ESA. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes to prepare and adopt a wolf

conservation and management plan so that management authority can be transferred to the State of

Montana when the biological recovery goal is met. If Idaho, Wyoming and Montana do not develop and

adopt conservation and management plans, which in combination must assure the long-term security of

wolves in the northern Rockies, USFWS will not delist the gray wolf. In that case, wolves in Montana
will continue to be managed by the federal government.

USFWS anticipates the delisting process could begin in 2003, if wolf management plans are completed

by the three states. The State of Montana would adopt a wolf conservation and management plan prior to

USFWS's proposal to delist wolves, but the plan would not be implemented until USFWS officially

transfers legal authority to the state. Under Montana statute, FWP is the agency charged with

conservation and management of resident wildlife.

FWP recognizes the gray wolf as a native species and is committed to recovery of the species within

Montana. The purpose of the plan is to manage wolves consistent with Montana's own state laws,

policies, rules, and regulations. FWP intends to implement positive conservation and management
strategies to make sure that all federal requirements are met, recovery is complete, and that wolves are

integrated as a valuable part of Montana's wildlife heritage.

FWP also recognizes that the long-term future of wolves in Montana depends on carefully balancing the

complex biological, social, economic, and political aspects of wolf management. FWP will consider the

wide spectrum of interests in designing and implementing a flexible program that is responsive and

addresses the challenges faced by people directly affected by wolves.
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Benefits of the Proposed Action

Managing gray wolves as a resident native species according to state guidelines will allow the program to

be more flexible and adaptable in meeting the needs and interests of Montana citizens and visitors.

Montana's legal requirement to maintain a secure population of wolves in the northern Rockies in

conjunction with Idaho and Wyoming would be met by developing and adopting a program. Managing

gray wolves will not be easy, but wolf restoration is fundamentally consistent with Montana's history of

wildlife conservation. FWP believes that it is in Montana's best interest to recognize and take on the

challenges, responsibilities, and benefits of a restored wolf population.

Decisions to be Made

FWP is using the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) as a tool to decide if the state will assume

management responsibility. The process of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) requires

FWP to decide how wolves will be managed if it assumes responsibility. One alternative suggests that

FWP neither prepares nor adopts a plan. Other alternatives suggest that FWP develops a plan and go on

to describe conservation and management activities that would be implemented under each alternative.

The alternatives describe a spectrum of philosophies, strategies, and tools from which FWP will

ultimately determine a course of action.

If FWP selects an alternative that describes a wolf program implemented by FWP, the alternative will

become FWP's management plan. That plan will address wolf conservation and management anywhere

wolves occur in Montana, except where management authority is otherwise explicitly reserved to other

jurisdictions, such as Montana's Indian tribes. Ultimately, the outcome of this EIS process will result in a

management and conservation plan which would be implemented through the combined decisions and

actions of the FWP Commission, the seven FWP administrative regional offices, FWP's headquarters in

Helena, the Montana Department of Livestock (MDOL), USDA Wildlife Services (WS), local law

enforcement or county authorities, and other cooperators.

Other Agencies that have Jurisdiction or Responsibility

At present, USFWS and WS are responsible for wolf recovery and management activities. Federal laws,

rules and regulations provide guidance. WTien wolves are delisted and management authority is

transferred to the State of Montana, state laws become the primary regulatory and legal mechanisms

guiding management. Two titles within Montana statutes describe the legal status and management

framework for wolves. Title 87 pertains to fish and wildlife species and oversight by FWP. Title 81

pertains to the MDOL and its responsibilities related to predator control. Montana statutes assign joint

responsibility to FWP and MDOL for managing wildlife that causes property damage to livestock.

Through a cooperative agreement with MDOL, WS conducts field investigations and management

activities in cases of property damage caused by wildlife such as mountain lions, bears, coyotes, and now

potentially gray wolves.

Outfitters in Montana are under the jurisdiction of the Montana Board of Outfitters and the Montana

Department of Commerce, which is responsible for issuing outfitting licenses and the enforcement of

laws regulating the outtuting industry. Outfitters using federal lands are also overseen by the respective

federal land management agencies.

The U.S. Forest Service (USPS), the National Park Service (NPS), the Bureau of Land Management,

USFWS, or other federal jurisdictions administer federally owned lands. These agencies manage these

lands according to their enabling legislation and relevant federal laws, rules, and regulations. FWP
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coordinates with federal agencies on wildlife and habitat issues of mutual interest, but has no jurisdiction

over how those lands are managed. Both the USFWS and state agencies have authorities and

responsibilities for wildlife management on national wildlife refuges. NPS also has jurisdiction over

wildlife within national parks.

Montana's Indian tribes have jurisdictional authority for wildlife conservation and management programs

within reservation boundaries. FWP coordinates with tribal authorities on issues of mutual interest.

Public Involvement Process

Although wolves have been documented in Montana intermittently since the 1950s, recovery in the sense

of a breeding population in Montana actually began about 17 years ago when the first Rocky Mountain

gray wolves in more than 50 years denned in Glacier National Park. Then, in 1995 and 1996, a total of 66

wolves from southwestern Canada were reintroduced to Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho.

Montana's effort to take over this endangered species upon its recovery began in 1994 when FWP
solicited public comments on the agency taking a more active role during the recovery phase. That effort

resulted in the 1995 draft Wolf Recovery and Management Plan. That plan was not implemented,

primarily because of uncertainties about funding and agency responsibilities. Then, five years later, the

effort hit full stride when Gov. Marc Racicot convened Montana's Wolf Management Advisory Council.

The 12-member Wolf Management Advisory Council—a mix of livestock producers, hunters, educators,

outfitters, conservationists, and other citizens—worked for seven months to develop 26 "Guiding

Principles" organized in four broad subject areas that address the public interest, public safety,

maintaining wildlife populations and protecting the livestock industry. An Interagency Technical

Committee advised the council, providing scientifically based infonnation about biological, technical,

legal, or financial aspects of wolf conservation and management. The Technical Committee also helped

the council identify and assess challenges associated with implementing overall management strategies or

specific management actions. It was comprised of wolf experts and resource managers from the National

Park Service, USFWS, U.S. Forest Service, Wildlife Services, and FWP.

The council delivered its report and recommendations to Gov. Racicot, and then governor-elect Judy

Martz, in early 2001 . Based on its public deliberations, the council reported that the State of Montana

could contribute to wolf recovery in the northern Rockies. Furthermore, the council reported that, once

recovered, wolves can coexist within Montana's complex biological, social, economic, and political

landscape and that it is appropriate for FWP to develop a management program.

More specifically, the advisory council recommended that Montana:

• maintain wolf populations at levels that will prevent reclassification as "threatened" or "endangered"

under federal law.

• encourage wolves to inhabit large, contiguous public-land areas where the potential for conflict is

lowest.

• integrate wolf and wildlife management to maintain traditional hunting heritage and wildlife viewing

opportunities.

incorporate public outreach and encourage Native American cooperation.
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share funding among state, federal, and private entities.

act upon threatening wolf-human encounters consistent with black bear and mountain lion

management guidelines.

enhance deer and elk populations to support wolf populations, maintain recreational and viewing

opportunities, and reduce the potential for livestock depredation.

use hunting and trapping to manage increasing wolf numbers in a manner that will sustain wolf

populations and preclude reclassification under federal law.

recognize that tolerance for wolves on private property is fundamental to wolf population recovery

and range expansion.

compensate livestock owners for losses at fair market value but do not use FWP funds to compensate

depredation losses.

provide incentives to livestock producers who use best management practices to decrease

wolf/livestock conflicts.

allow livestock owners to address wolf depredation problems on private lands as wolf numbers

increase.

use wolf numbers to address the management of wolf depredations on livestock. When wolf numbers

are low, more conservative methods should be applied; more aggressive control methods should be

applied as wolf numbers increase.

At the end of 2000, FWP officials characterized the advisory council's report as the first step toward

acquiring wolf management responsibilities from the federal government. The group's work was aimed

directly at helping to determine how to balance wolf numbers with the deer and elk they prey upon,

address conflicts with livestock operations, ensure human safety, and how Montana's wolf management

responsibilities should be funded.

With the advisory council's report in hand. Gov. Judy Martz directed FWP to use it to frame a wolf

management plan. In response, FWP released the "Montana Wolf Conservation and Management

Planning Document" in January 2002 (Appendix 1 ). While the 1 17-page planning document reflected

what a state wolf management plan could resemble if it were based on the council's work and

recommendations, FWP still needed to hear from others and explore various alternatives before adopting

a management plan in full compliance with the legal requirements of MEPA.

In January 2002, FWP mailed about 1,000 post cards announcing: (I) the completion of the Montana

Wolf Conservation and Management Planning Document; and (2) that an environmental review process

was set to began. Many more announcements were sent via E-mail, while other citizens were alerted

through FWP news releases and by visiting FWP's website www.fwp.state.mt.us .

Using this document as a basis for discussion, FWP opened the "scoping" comment period for its wolf

management EIS on Feb. 25, 2002 by asking the public to identify issues and concerns about a state-

sponsored wolf management program. The public was invited to provide comments to FWP directly at a

series of community work sessions held throughout the state in March-April 2002. In addition, FWP
invited the public to submit comments in writing or electronically.



CHAPTKK i: inJKl'O.SI'. ANU NKKF) IOK ACTION

Media coverage of the community work sessions, and the public's other opportunities to comment, was
extensive. More than 800 people participated by attending a work session, and thousands wrote coimnents

or sent emails, representing nearly every Montana county. In addition, comments came from 49 states,

including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico; and eight foreign countries, including Australia,

Canada, Denmark, Germany, Israel, Mexico and the United Kingdom. Although MEPA requires at least

30 days for an EIS "scoping" period, FWP designed a 60-day process to ensure that the public had

adequate time to consider this important issue. The first public comment phase of Montana's process to

develop and adopt a wolf management plan closed April 30, 2002.

In all, FWP collected nearly 4,000 comments and written correspondences. Because many of the written

letters and E-mails identified more than one issue or concern, FWP recorded nearly 6,700 individual

comments. Upon review of the process, the comments, and the worldwide attention paid to this issue,

FWP Director Jeff Hagener said Montana's effort to manage wolves will ultimately result in a

groundbreaking wildlife management plan.

Because wolf recovery and the potential for the state to regain management authority are issues of such

great significance to Montana, Governor Martz reappointed the original Wolf Management Advisory

Council in January 2003. Their charge is to assist FWP through the final stages of state planning efforts

and completion of this EIS process. After FWP completely analyzes the public comments received on the

alternatives presented in this draft EIS, it will consult with the Wolf Management Advisory Council and

the FWP Commission. FWP will then select a final alternative - one that was presented in the draft EIS,

one that is a combination of alternatives presented in the draft, or a new one that is generated through

public comment and for which a foundation already exists in the draft EIS.

Next, FWP will prepare a final EIS that includes a summary of the major conclusions and supporting

infomiation from the draft EIS and the agency's responses to substantive public comments received on
the draft. The final EIS will also disclose the agency's recommendation, or proposed decision, with an

explanation of the reasons. FWP will also prepare a Record of Decision (ROD), sometimes called a

decision document, which is a concise public notice that announces the decision, explains the reasons for

the decision, and explains any special conditions surrounding the decision or its implementation. The
ROD could be a separate document from the final EIS. Ultimately, the ROD and the final EIS will

comprise Montana's official plan to manage a fully recovered endangered species - a plan that was
largely crafted by the public.

Issues IdentiHed through Public Scoping and Evaluated in the EIS

The Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council identified roughly 30 issues during its deliberaUons in

2000. During the 2002 scoping process, FWP asked Montanans to identify issues in a similar manner.

Comments received during the public scoping period (community work sessions, written letters and

postcards, and E-mail correspondence) were entered into a computer database for systematic analysis.

There was a significant degree of overlap between the council's list and the list of issues generated by the

public. In fact, many public comments supported the work of the council and agreed with its

recommendations.

Through the analysis, broad themes emerged. They encompassed issues, questions, and concerns about

wolf management, wolf numbers, wolf distribution, state and federal administration, predator and prey

relationships, program funding and various considerations for human health and safety, livestock, wildlife

habitat, land management, and more. With a full spectrum of comments associated with each issue, FWP
often received conflicting public comments. For instance, some comments directly opposed one another
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and are thus irreconcilable. Nonetheless, opposing points-of-view are incorporated in the EIS. The

fundamental issues of wolf conservation and management, associated social factors, state and federal

administrative responsibilities, prey populations and their management, and concerns about livestock and

compensation for wolf-caused losses were significant enough to drive the creation of specific alternatives.

The lack of strongly conflicting public comments on issues like human safety, the need for information

outreach and education, or wolf population monitoring for example, allowed FWP to address several

issues in different ways within the spectrum of alternatives created based on the major issues.

The intent of a scoping period is for the agency to gather information from the public. Thus, the

community work sessions were not designed to answer questions or to provide specific information on

what would be in Montana's plan. Nonetheless, many questions emerged which can also be a measure of

public concerns and issues. A separate summary, which FWP will use to address specific needs and

target future public outreach efforts, captures the questions raised during the scoping period. While some

questions can be answered directly, others are rhetorical, beyond the scope of the EIS, or beyond the

jurisdiction of FWP. Many questions, however, can only be answered through the development of this

EIS and the final decision.

The following is a comprehensive list of issues addressed in this EIS. See Table 1.

Wolf Management, Numbers, Distribution, and Conservation Strategies. These public comments

describe many different philosophies, tools, and strategies for how wolves could be managed; comments

also address how many wolves would be in the Montana population and where they will be distributed.

Wolves were managed as a bounty animal up until about 70 years ago when they were thought to be

extinct in Montana. Wolves in Montana became protected as an endangered species in the early 1970s.

Social Factors: These comments reflect the differing philosophical, value-based opinions, and the

human dimensions surrounding wolves, wolf management, prey populations, etc. The social, cultural,

and aesthetic values people assign to the gray wolf today grow out of a long, colorful history of

interactions between wolves and people. Public opinions about wolves vary greatly. A successful

conservation and management program for wolves ultimately depends on people and their attitudes. The

social factors that shape public interest in or tolerance for wolf presence and how conflicts are resolved

are equally important components of any wolf management program.

Administration and Delisting. These comments address state and federal responsibilities, the current

legal status of wolves, their recovery, the federal and state delisting processes and the progress of

planning efforts in Idaho and Wyoming. While the restoration of wolves in Montana occurred through

the combination of natural wolf recolonization and reintroduction, the population in the tri-state area has

attained the biological benchmarks of species recovery. The question at hand is how a recovered wolf

population will be managed and by what agency or jurisdiction. Many comments also identified concerns

about potential delays in delisting due the lack of adequate regulatory mechanisms and/or management

plans in Idaho or Wyoming or litigation, which would delay or block transfer of management authority to

Montana.

Prey Populations. These comments address wolf-prey interactions, potential impacts of wolf predation

on Montana big game populations, how wolves and ungulates will be managed, how other predators and

other wildlife will be managed, and Montana's hunting heritage. Because of their long-term financial

investments and willingness to restrict themselves when necessary, Montanans enjoy relatively liberal

hunting seasons for more ungulate species than other western states. The financial investments and

sacrifices made by the hunting public to restore ungulate populations are significant.

Funding. These comments address wolf management costs, sources of funding, and the reliability of

funding in the future. FWP has actively restored, perpetuated, and managed the fish and wildlife
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resources of the state using the fees generated through the sale of hunting and fishing licenses and

matching federal monies. As there was disagreement about the recovery of the gray wolf, a long-absent

native species, there are also different opinions about how future wolf conservation and management
activities should be funded.

Livestock. These comments address Montana's livestock industry, its importance and responsibilities,

and what actions government officials and private citizens would take when wolves kill livestock.

Wolves can cause problems for some livestock producers. Financial losses may result directly from wolf

depredation. Indirect costs may accumulate because of increased management activities, changes in

husbandry practices, or unconfirmed losses. These financial hardships accrue to individual farmers and

ranchers and may be significant to them.

Wolf Habitat, Habitat Connectivity, and Land Management. These comments address the need for

wolves to move freely through Montana, within the tri-state area, and across the international border and

question how and where this will be accomplished. During the recovery phase, connectivity of the wolf

population in the northern Rockies with the Canadian population was assured through federal legal

protections, adequate prey populations, and the network of public lands-all of which facilitate dispersal

and maintenance of genetic viability, an important underpinning of recovery and long-term security of a

recovered population. Montana is an important link between Yellowstone, Idaho, and Canadian sub-

populations. Interagency coordination and monitoring programs must assure that regional connectivity is

maintained through adequate dispersal. Comments also address whether or not there is a need for

motorized travel restrictions or localized area closures where wolf packs establish den or rendezvous

sites.

Compensation. These comments address payments to livestock producers and others who experience

wolf depredation losses; comments also address the source and reliability of the funding and how a

compensation program would be administered. Wolf population recovery has and will continue to result

in the loss of personal property or income to some individuals due to wolf activity and depredation.

Economics/Livelihoods. These comments address the economic costs and benefits of having wolves in

Montana, livelihoods, ecotourism, and fiscal impacts to FWP.

Information, Education, and Public Outreach. These comments address the need for FWP to develop

information and education techniques and programs to keep Montanans informed about wolf

conservation, wolf management, and human safety. Corrmients also address the need for technical

assistance for landowners and other rural residents. The long-term status of gray wolf populations will be

determined by human attitudes toward wolves.

Human Safety. These comments identify Montanans' concerns about the safety of their children, pets,

and their livestock in the presence of a recovered wolf population. Generally, wolves fear people and do
not pose a significant threat to human safety. However, individual wolves may gradually lose their fear

of people and begin associating or interacting with people and/or loitering near buildings, livestock, or

domestic dogs. While this behavior is unusual for a wild wolf, it is more typical of a released captive

wolf or wolf-dog hybrid. Habituation of wild wolves has been identified as a contributing factor in

aggressive wolf-human encounters (McNay 2002b).

Monitoring. These comments address how and at what intensity wildlife managers will monitor wolf

populations, pack sizes, pack locations, locations of individual wolves, and the status of prey populations.

During the first five years after delisting, FWP must document that the Montana sub-population of wolves

is secure and that the combined total of wolves in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming exceeds the delisting

threshold.
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Other Wildlife. These comments address wolf interactions with other, non-ungulate wildlife species

(e.g. ESA-listed species, other carnivores). Wolves could function as "keystone species" which exist at

relatively low abundance, whose effect on the ecosy.stem is relatively large and involves multiple trophic

levels (Power et al. 1996, Estes 1996). A wide vaiiety of scavengers and other carnivores benefit from

the year-round availability of carrion. Wolves may directly or indirectly compete for food with other

carnivores by selecting similar prey or by usurping kills (Kunkel et al. 1999). Some non-ungulate

species, such as the beaver, are also prey items for the gray wolf in Montana.

Private Property. These comments address "private property rights", referring to wolf presence on

private property, protection of private property, etc. Some comments assert a landowner's "right" to

allow wolves on his or her property, while others assert a landowner's "right" to control or manage
wolves on his or her property. While wildlife are publicly owned resources and managed in trust for this

and future generations of Montanans, peipetuation of Montana's wildlife also depends on the habitats

found on private lands.

Hybrids. These comments identify a concern about whether captive wolves or wolf-dog hybrids

jeopardize human safety if they are released or escape from their owners, erode public tolerance for wild

wolves if someone has an encounter with an escapee, whether hybrids or captive wolves pose a risk to a

recovered wolf population, and whether stricter laws need to be passed to further regulate or ban

ownership. Wolf-dog hybrids have been responsible for human attacks, maulings, dismemberments, and

deaths.

Wildlife Management Areas. These comments address wolf presence on FWP Wildlife Management
Areas (WMAs). FWP manages a network of WMAs across the state to benefit wildlife, particularly

wintering ungulates in western Montana. These purchases were made with revenues generated through

sales of hunting and fishing licenses and matching federal funds. They are also used for outdoor

recreational pursuits other than hunting, such as bird watching, wildlife viewing, fishing, or camping.

Issues not Evaluated in the EIS

FWP received a number of comments identifying issues or concerns that are beyond the sideboards of the

federal wolf recovery program, beyond the statutoiy authority of the State of Montana, not relevant to the

decisions being made, or otherwise outside the scope of the proposed action. These issues, and the

rationale for their exclusion, are described below.

1. Comments about the federal effort to reintroduce wolves into Yellowstone National Park and central

Idaho.

Some comments questioned the wisdom, legality, or methods by which wolves were reintroduced to

these areas. This was a federal effort directed and funded by the U.S. Congress to hasten the overall

pace of wolf recovery in the northern Rockies under the Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery

Plan. Federal actions were ultimately carried out and found to be legal and in compliance with the

authority and scope of USFWS and ESA provisions. All legal challenges have been exhausted.

Because wolves will remain in the Greater Yellowstone and central Idaho recovery areas, these

comments were not analyzed further.
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Table I. The main issues identified througii public scoping, spring 2002, and their frequency.

Main Issues
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4. Comments suggesting changes in state orfederal highway design and construction, changes to

federal land management practices, grazing management, travel management strategies, road

densities, area closures, use ofmotorized vehicles, creation ofmore wilderness areas, etc.

These issues were not analyzed in significant detail because FWP does not have statutory authority

over federal land management practices, decisions, or policies. However, FWP already does engage

federal land managers during informal consultations to meet shared management objectives and

assure habitat integrity for wildlife. Biologists with the Montana Department of Transportation are

involved with minimizing impacts to the environment through the design, permitting, and wetland

mitigation efforts for highways in Montana. Because habitat fragmentation, particularly for wide-

ranging carnivores, is an important issue across a bigger geographic scale, the USPS appointed a

national coordinator for wildlife/transportation issues who is located at the USPS Regional Office in

Missoula. FWP personnel participate at the technical level, but FWP is not the lead agency for these

efforts.

5. Comments suggesting that delisting the gray wolf in the northern Rockies is premature because the

population had not reached the biological recovery criteria. Related comments indicated that the

wolfpopulation would continue to warrant the protections ofESA even after reaching the biological

recovery goals because of concerns about how western states would manage the population.

The decision to delist the gray wolf in the northern Rockies rests with USFWS, under the authority

granted by the U.S. Congress. USFWS will also determine the adequacy of the regulatory

mechanisms and the conservation plans of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming to assure that the gray wolf

would not need to be relisted in the future. These decisions are not within the statutory authority of

the State of Montana. Nonetheless, this EIS will outline the philosophies, management strategies and

tools by which Montana proposes to manage a delisted wolf population and maintain its contribution

to the northern Rockies population. Upon completion of state planning efforts, USFWS will seek

independent scientific peer review to determine the adequacy of the state plans to maintain the

recovered population.

6. Comments addressing the USFWS proposal to reclassify' the gray wolfand adopt new regulations, as

published in the Federal Register July 2000.

USFWS is the agency responsible for determining the classification of species protected by the

federal ESA. The reclassification proposal published in the Federal Register in July 2000 pertains to

the classification of the gray wolf while the species is still listed and recovery efforts are ongoing.

The proposal is not directly relevant to the future conservation and management of a recovered,

delisted wolf population in Montana.

7. Comments addressing ESA, the need to modify it. or the scope offederal authority to recover species;

other comments questioned why there was not a public "vote" about recovering wolves in Montana.

USFWS is responsible for planning and implementing recovery of rare and imperiled species, with

cooperative participation by the state wildlife agencies. Actual species recovery proceeds according

to provisions of ESA as they are implemented by USFWS and by species recovery plans, not by

popular vote. USFWS is legally required to provide opportunities for public comment on its

proposed actions and welcomes that public participation. Amending ESA is beyond the scope of this

EIS.
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8. Comments suggesting that the real issue was "people management. " Wolves should be allowed to

increase in number and distribution and that human presence or uses of the landscape should be

subordinated to wolf use.

This issue was not considered in further detail because FWP recognizes people as an important part of

the wolf conservation equation. FWP seeks to integrate a wolf conservation and management
program within an existing complex environment of people, other wildlife, landownership patterns,

land uses, etc. - thereby balancing the needs of wolves and people.

9. Comments concerning commercial outfitting on federal public lands and the difficulty in changing

"use days " or the areas where an outfitter is allowed to go, as wolves become established in new
areas.

The regulation of commercial uses of federal public lands is carried out by the respective federal land

management agency. FWP does not have any statutory authority in these matters. FWP provides

opportunities and welcomes input from outfitters, federal land managers, and the general public on

hunting season regulations and other programs related to big game management and ungulate

population abundance.

10. Comments expressing concern about the potentialfor legal challenges to either state orfederal

actions related to the delisting of the gray wolf in the northern Rockies or the implementation of

Montana 's program.

Interstate coordination is ongoing among Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming officials, with the common
goal of a timely, efficient, and successful delisting of the gray wolf in the northern Rockies. In an

advisory capacity, USFWS works closely with the states to ensure that each state meets the legal and

scientific standards to ensure a smooth and timely transition. FWP is aware of the potential for legal

challenges to either the federal proposal to delist, the preparation or adequacy of this EIS under

Montana law, implementation of Montana's program or even specific elements of the program. The

risk of potential litigation does not out weigh the benefits and responsibility of preparing to assume

management authority upon delisting. This EIS is a necessary step to regain management authority,

regardless of the potential for litigation in the future.

11
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CHAPTER 2: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes the existing conditions with respect to the issues identified during scoping. It

provides a foundation, or basehne, by which to compare the consequences that could occur from

implementing any of the management philosophies, strategies, or tools contained within each of the

alternatives described in Chapter 3. This chapter focuses on the resources that are most relevant to the

issues raised by the public and the alternatives designed to address them.

A Review of the Gray Wolf in Montana

History

The gray wolf was extirpated from the western United States during the 1900s, primarily due to loss of

habitat and conflicts with people. In 1 884, the first statewide bounty law was passed in Montana. That

first year, 5,450 wolf hides were presented for payment. All but three Montana counties reported a

bounty payment for wolves from 1900-1931 (Riley 1998). By 1936, wolves were probably extinct in

Montana, although they were occasionally observed and killed in the 1950s and 1960s (Cumow 1969,

Singer 1979, Day 1981, Ream and Mattson 1982). No breeding pairs were known in Montana or

elsewhere, and the occasional wolves taken were probably dispersers from Canada. Wolves were not

legally protected in the U.S. until 1974. At that time, they were classified as "endangered" in all of the

lower 48 states except Minnesota, where the gray wolf was classified as "threatened."

In 1980, the Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Team completed a plan, which would guide wolf

recovery efforts for a future wolf population in the northern Rockies. The plan designated three recovery

areas -- Northwestern Montana, Central Idaho, and the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA)--each of which

included some portion of Montana (Figure 1 ).

Wolves started naturally recolonizing the Glacier National Park (GNP) area of northwestern Montana in

1979. In 1986, the first wolf den in over 50 years was documented within GNP. Since then, new packs

have established throughout western Montana due to dispersers from Canada and the GNP area. To

hasten recovery in the other two areas, USFWS reintroduced a total of 66 wolves from Alberta and British

Columbia into central Idaho and YNP in 1995 and 1996.

Current Population Status and Distribution

Gray wolves are thriving and expanding in number and distribution in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming

(Figures I and 2). Within Montana alone at the end of 2002, there were approximately 183 wolves in

about 34 packs distributed primarily in western Montana (Figures 3 and 4). While wolves are sfill found

primarily in northwestern Montana and in the GYA, new packs are establishing along the Montana/Idaho

border, in south central Montana, and outside the northeastern comer of YNP. There have been

occasional reports in the Crazy, Highwood and Snowy mountains, but no breeding pack has been

confirmed. The wolf population in the northern Rockies met the biological recovery levels at the end of

2002.

13
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Figure 2. Grey wolf population trends in the Northwestern Montana, Greater Yellowstone, and Central

Idaho recovery areas from 1979-2002. (Source: USFWS et al. 2002, and USFWS unpubl.

data as of February 2003).

Ecology

Physical Characteristics. Male gray wolves in Montana weigh 90-1 10 pounds, and females weigh 80-90

pounds. About half of the wolves in Montana are black and the remainder gray. Both color phases may

be found in a pack or in one litter of pups. Tracks are normally 4.5 to 5.5 inches long (Harris and Ream
1983).

Wolves may resemble coyotes, particularly when wolves are young. Wolves may also be confused with

some large domestic dog breeds. Wolves are distinguished from dogs by their longer legs, larger feet,

wider head and snout, narrow body, and straight tail. Other distinguishing characteristics require closer

examination than is possible in field settings with live animals. In many instances, actual behavior must

be used to distinguish wild wolves from wolf-dog hybrids and domestic dogs (Boyd et al. 2001, Duman
2001).

Pack Size. The highly social gray wolf lives in packs. Packs are formed when male and female wolves

develop a pair bond, breed and produce pups. The pack typically consists of a socially dominant breeding

pair (alphas), their offspring from the previous year, and new pups. Other breeding-aged adults may be

present, but they may or may not be related to the others. Cooperatively, the pack hunts, feeds, travels,

and rests together. The pack also shares pup-rearing responsibilities, including hunting and tending pups

at the den or at a series of rendezvous sites. Pack size is highly variable, ranging from as few as three to

as many as 37 (USFWS et al. 2001 ).
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Figure 4. Minimum fall number of wolves in the State of Montana, 1979-2002, and the first known
dispersal events leading to a new pack in the Montana population (USFWS unpubl. data). The
arrows show the years of the first known dispersals of radio-collared animals into the State of

Montana to start a new pack or join an existing pack.

Reproduction. Wolves normally do not breed until at least 22 months of age (Mech 1970). Breeding

usually occurs only between the dominant male and female in a pack. In the northern Rockies, the

breeding season peaks in mid- to late February (Boyd et al. 1993). Wolves localize their movements
around a den site and whelp in late April, following a 63-day gestation period. After the pups are about

eight weeks old, they are moved to a series of rendezvous sites. In northwestern Montana, maximum
litter size averaged 5.3 (range 1-9) from 1982 to the mid 1990s. By December, average litter size

declined to 4.5 (Pletscher et al.l997).

Pup survival is highly variable and influenced by several factors, including disease, predation, and

nutrition (Mech and Goyal 1993, Johnson et al. 1994). In northwestern Montana from 1982-1995, 85%
of pups survived until December, though survival varied year to year (Pletscher et al. 1997). Pup
mortality in the first eight months of life was attributed to human causes (8 of 20 mortalities, 40%),

unknown causes (2 of 20, 15%), and disappearance (9 of 20, 45%). In YNP, during the first four years,

133 pups were bom in 29 litters and 71% were believed to still be alive in 1998 (Bangs et al. 1998). Pup
survival varied between 73-81% from 1996-1998. However, canine parvovirus was strongly suspected as

a contributing factor in the low pup survival (45%) in 1999. In 2000, pup survival rebounded to 77%
(Smith et al. 2000).

Occasionally, more than one female in a pack may breed, resulting in more than one litter per pack

(Ballard et al. 1987). This phenomenon has been documented in YNP (Smith et al. 2000, USFWS et al.

2000, USFWS etal. 2001).
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Food Habits. The gray wolf is an opportunistic carnivore and is keenly adapted to hunt large prey

species such as deer, elk, and moose. Wolves may prey on smaller species, scavenge carrion or even eat

vegetation. In Montana, white-tailed deer, mule deer, elk and moose make up the majority of wolf diets.

Ungulate species compose different proportions of wolf diets, depending on the relative abundance and

distribution of available prey within the territory. In northwestern Montana, white-tailed deer comprised

83% of wolf kills, whereas elk and moose comprised 14% and 3%, respectively (Kunkel et al. 1999).

However, 87% of wolf kills in YNP during 1999 were elk (Smith et al. 2000).

Wolves also scavenge opportunistically on vehicle- or train-killed ungulates, winterkill, and on kills made

by other carnivores, particularly mountain lions. Wolves may also kill and feed upon domestic livestock

such as cattle, sheep, llamas, horses, or goats. They may also kill domestic dogs but usually do not feed

on the carcass.

Movements and Territories. A pack establishes an annual home range or territory and defends it from

trespassing wolves. From late April until September, pack activity is centered at or near the den or

rendezvous sites, as adults hunt and bring food back to the pups. One or more rendezvous sites are used

after pups emerge from the den. These sites are in meadows or forest openings near the den, but

sometimes are several miles away. Adults will carry small pups to a rendezvous site. Pups travel and

hunt with the pack by September. The pack hunts throughout its territory until the following spring.

Pack territory boundaries and sizes may vary from year to year. Similarly, a wolf pack may travel in its

territory differently from one year to the next because of changes in prey availability or distribution,

conflict with neighboring packs, or the establishment of a new neighboring pack. Because the attributes

of each pack's territory are so unique (elevations, land use, land ownership patterns, prey species present

and relative abundance, etc.), it is difficult to generalize about wolf territories and movements.

After recolonizing the GNP area in the 1980s, individual wolves dispersed and established new packs and

territories elsewhere in western Montana. Wolves demonstrated a greater tolerance of human presence

and disturbance than previously thought characteristic of the species. It was previously believed that

higher elevation public lands would comprise the primary occupied habitats (Fritts et al.l994). While

some packs have established territories in backcountry areas, most preferred lower elevations and gentle

terrain where prey is more abundant, particularly in winter (Boyd-Heger 1997). In some settings,

geography dictates that wolf packs use or travel through private lands and co-exist in close proximity with

people and livestock. Since the first pack established a territory outside the GNP area in the early 1990s,

packs in northwestern Montana negotiated a wide spectrum of property ownerships and land uses. These

colonizers also settled across an array of rural development.

With the exception of GNP packs, wolves in northwestern Montana move through a complex matrix of

public, private, and corporate-owned lands. (The same is true of newly established packs in other areas of

Montana.) Land uses range from dispersed outdoor recreation, timber production, or livestock grazing to

home sites within the rural-wildland interface, hobby farming/livestock, or full-scale resort developments

with golf courses. Landowner acceptance of wolf presence, and the use of private lands, is highly

variable in space and time. Given the mobility of the species and the extent to which these lands are

intermingled, it would not be unusual for a wolf to traverse each of these ownerships in a single day.

Private land may offer habitat features or concentrations of wintering ungulates that are especially

attractive to wolves so the pack may utilize those lands disproportionately more than other parts of their

territory. Certain land uses may increase the risk of wolf conflict with humans or livestock.

The eariiest colonizing wolves had large territories. Ream et al. (1991 ) reported an average of 460 square

miles (mi"). In recent years, average tenitoiy size decreased, probably as new territories filled in suitable,

unoccupied habitat. In the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area during 1999, the average territory size
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was 185 mi" (8 packs). Individual territories were highly variable in size, with a range of 24-614 mi^

(USFWS et al. 2000).

Territories in the GYA were larger, averaging 344 mi" (1 1 packs). Individual pack territories ranged from

33 to 934 mi". Central Idaho wolf packs had the largest average territory size of 360 mi" (13 packs), with

individual pack territories ranging from 141 - 703 mi" (USFWS et al. 2000).

Dispersal. When wolves reach sexual maturity, some remain with their natal pack while others leave,

looking for a mate to start a new pack of their own. These individual wolves are called "dispersers."

Dispersal may be to nearby unoccupied habitat near their natal pack's territory or it may entail traveling

several hundred miles before locating vacant habitat, a mate, or joining another pack. It appears that

dispersing wolves utilize scent-marking behavior and howling to locate other wolves, and frequently use

similar travel paths used by previous dispersers. In this regard, habitats occupied by wolves sometime in

the past will likely be occupied by wolves in the future, as long as the prey base remains adequate.

Boyd and Pletscher (1999) indicated that the dispersers in their study moved toward areas with higher

wolf densities than found in their natal areas - in this case north toward Canada. This has important

implications for Montana wolves because there are now resident wolf packs to the south and west in

central Idaho and YNP. Dispersal has already resulted in the formation of several new packs in Montana
between those core populations (Fig. 2) (Boyd et al. 1995, USFWS et al. 2001). Wolves will probably

continue dispersing from the core areas and slowly occupy landscapes between the Canadian border,

central Idaho and northwestern Wyoming (USFWS et al. 2000). Ultimately, this will yield a larger

regional population, capable of genetic exchange across the international border and northern Rocky
Mountains (Forbes and Boyd 1996, 1997).

Boyd and Pletscher (1999) studied wolf recovery in northwestern Montana from 1979 to 1997. Male
wolves dispersed at an average age of 28.7 months and traveled an average of 70 mi from their natal

territory before establishing a new territory or joining an existing pack. Females averaged 38.4 months

old at dispersal and traveled an average of 48 mi. Males and females, combined, traveled an average of

60 mi (range 10 -158 mi). There were two peaks of dispersal: January-February (courtship and breeding

season) and May-June.

Increasingly, dispersal is being documented among and between all three recovery areas in the northern

Rockies (Bangs et al. 1998, Mack and Laudon 1998, Smith et al. 2000). Combined, there were 21 known
dispersal events in 2000 and 19 in 1999 (USFWS et al. 2000). Dispersal paths crossed international

boundaries, state boundaries, public and private land boundaries, different land uses, and agency

jurisdictions.

Mortality. Wolves die from a variety of causes, usually classified as either natural or human-caused.

Naturally caused mortalities result from territorial conflicts between packs, injuries while hunting prey,

old age, disease, starvation, or accidents. In an established Alaskan wolf population largely protected

from human-caused mortality, most wolves were killed by other wolves-usually from neighboring packs

(Mech et al. 1998). However, in the northern Rockies, natural mortality probably does not regulate

populations (USFWS 2000). Humans are the largest cause of wolf mortality and the only cause that can

significantly affect populations at recovery levels (USFWS 2000). Human-caused mortality includes

control actions to resolve conflicts, legal and illegal killings, as well as car/train collisions.

Genetics. In recent years, the application of genetic techniques to the study of wildlife populations has

permitted managers to address issues of genetic diversity and population viability with increased

confidence. These techniques have yielded information relevant to wolf conservation and management in

the northern Rockies. Wolf recovery in the northern Rockies advanced from the combination of
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recolonization of northwestern Montana by relatively few wolves from Canada and the reintroduction of

wolves into YNP and central Idaho. In northwestern Montana, the founding population was small enough

that inbreeding among closely related individuals was possible. Fortunately, the genetic variation among

the first colonizers was high (Forbes and Boyd 1996). The combination of high genetic variation among

colonizers and ongoing natural dispersal to and from Canadian populations was adequate to assure long-

term population viability, provided that genetic exchange continued.

Similar inbreeding concerns existed for the relatively small founding population reintroduced to YNP and

central Idaho. But wolves were trapped from two distinct source populations in Canada. The genetic

variation among reintroduced wolves (and the source populations from which they came) was also high

(Forbes and Boyd 1997). Overall, genetic diversity was similar among samples of natural recolonizers,

reintroduced individuals, and the Canadian source populations. Field studies of wolf dispersal and

migration distances supported the genetic results (Ream et al. 1991, Boyd et al. 1995, Boyd and Pletscher

1999). Wolf populations in the northern Rockies should not suffer from inbreeding depression.

An underlying tenant of the federal wolf recovery and restoration program is that each state's wolf

population is functionally connected so that genetic material can be exchanged among the wolves in the

three recovery areas and Canadian wolves. In isolation, none of the three populations could maintain its

genetic viability (USFWS 1994a, Fritts and Carbyn 1995).

Population Growth. Wolf populations increase or decrease through the combination and interaction of

wolf densities and prey densities (Keith 1983, Fuller 1989). Actual rates of change depend on whether

the wolf population is pioneering vacant habitat (as in YNP and central Idaho), whether the population is

well established (as in northwestern Montana), and food availability. The degree and type of legal

protection, agency control actions, and regulated harvest also influence population trends. Once

established, wolf populations apparently can withstand human-caused mortality rates up to about 30% of

the fall population (Keith 1983, Fuller 1989).

If protected, low density wolf populations can increase rapidly if prey is abundant. Keith (1983)

speculated that a 30% annual increase could be the maximum rate of increase for any wild wolf

population. Once densities were high enough, social interactions probably intensify. Conflict and

increased competition for food eventually cause a wolf population to level off or decline (Keith 1983,

Fuller 1989).

Wolf populations in the GNP area (northwestern Montana and southeastern Alberta) increased an average

of 23% annually from 1986-1993 (Fritts et al. 1995). After 1993, the population leveled off (Pletscher et

al.l997). Those packs produced dispersers that eventually colonized vacant habitats in western Montana

(USFWS unpubl. data). Some packs which formed in the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area since

the early 1990s persisted, but others did not. Packs have been lost due to illegal killing by humans,

agency control actions where livestock depredation was chronic, and for other unknown reasons.

The average annual rate of increase from 1992 to 2000 in northwestern Montana was 4.7% (USFWS et al.

2001 ). In 1992, the minimum mid-winter count (including pups) was 41 wolves. Sixty-two wolves were

counted in 2000. The highest count was 70 wolves, at the end of 1996. The population grew in some

years, but declined in others. Some of the variation probably reflects true changes in wolf numbers, but

some variation may be due to decreased monitoring.

Prey populations innuenced recent wolf population dynamics in northwestern Montana. White-tailed

deer populations expanded from the late 1970s through the mid 1990s, in part precipitating and sustaining

increases in wolf numbers and distribution. However, the winter of 1996/97 was exceptionally severe,

and white-tailed deer populations declined significantly (Sime, unpubl. data). Other prey populations also
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declined and poor recruitment was attributed to winterkill. USFWS believes that the significant decline in

natural prey availability led to the record high number of livestock depredations and subsequent lethal

control. Wolf depredations on livestock in 1997 alone accounted for 50% of all depredations in

northwestern Montana between 1987 and 1999. Smaller prey populations likely translated to decreased

wolf pup survival in 1997 and 1998, compared to 1996. Ungulate populations rebounded in recent years

and the wolf population is also nearing its 1996 level.

Newly reintroduced wolves in the GYA and central Idaho exceeded all expectations for reproduction and

survival (Bangs et al. 1998). Populations became established in both areas within two years, rather than

the predicted three to five years. Pup production and survival in the GYA has been high. The average

annual growth rate for the GYA from 1996-2000 is 35%, based on the minimum count as of December 31

and including pups (USFAVS et al. 2001). However, population growth in the GYA slowed in 1999 after

the rapid increase in the first three years post-reintroduction (Smith et al. 2000).

It is likely that population growth rates will slow for both the core Yellowstone and central Idaho

populations because of declining availability of suitable, vacant habitat. However, these populations will

be a source of founders for new packs outside the YNP and central Idaho recovery areas and within the

state boundaries of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. Therefore, wolf numbers and distribution outside

core areas are expected to increase rapidly in the next few years.

Pack membership typifies the predominant manner in which a wolf exists in the wild. The pack is the

mechanism by which wolves reproduce and populations grow. However, in most wolf populations, some
lone, nomadic individuals exist as dispersers - looking for vacant habitat, waiting to be found by a

member of the opposite sex within a new home range, or searching for an existing pack to join. Up to 10-

15% of a wolf population may be comprised of lone animals.

This is a temporary transition. Wolves in northwestern Montana usually found other wolves in an

average of 66 days (range 2-202 days) (Boyd and Pletscher 1999). Occasionally, lone wolves get into

conflict with people and/or livestock, ultimately being lost to the population through legal or illegal

means. For a wolf to make a contribution to the population, it must affiliate with other wolves. Until

they affiliate with a pack, lone wolves are generally counted separately or omitted from total population

counts altogether because they do not contribute to population growth and are difficult to detect by

routine monitoring activities.

Interactions with Other Species. The relationships between carnivores and other species, and the

ecosystems in which they live, could be the most poorly understood and controversial dimension of

carnivore ecology (Estes 1996). The real question is not whether carnivores play important, unique roles

in the natural functioning of ecosystems, but rather how they go about it, to what degree, and at what

scale (Mech 1996).

Some researchers believe wolves could function as a "keystone species," which exists at relatively low

abundance, whose effect on its community or ecosystem is relatively large and involves multiple levels on
the food chain (Power et al. 1996, Estes 1996). Despite volumes of published literature on gray wolves,

however, there is remarkably limited evidence of the precise nature, degree, and mechanisms by which
wolves affect ecosystems.

Wolves kill ungulates, but the effects on ungulate populations are varied. Scavenging species, such as

coyotes, common ravens, and wolverines feed on wolf kills. A wide variety of scavengers and other

carnivores benefit from carrion being readily available year round, rather than just a pulse in the early

spring because of winterkill (Stabler et al. 2001 ). Wolves may directly or indirectly compete for food

with other carnivores (e.g. mountain lion) by selecting similar prey, or by usurping kills (Kunkel et al.
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1999). Wolves have even been observed harassing grizzly bears in an attempt to take over ungulate

carcasses (D. Boyd pers. comm.). Wolves sometimes kill other carnivores, such as mountain lions,

coyotes, or grizzly bear cubs (White and Boyd 1989, Boyd and Neale 1992, Arjo 1998, Crabtree and

Sheldon 1999). Biologists in the GYE have noted social interactions and occasional conflicts between

gray wolves and grizzly bears over ungulate carcasses.

Social and Cultural Values

The social, cultural, and aesthetic values people assign to the gray wolf today grow out of a long and

colorful history of interactions between wolves and humans. Public opinions about wolves vary greatly.

Therefore, a range of alternatives was developed in this EIS to reflect that spectrum.

Early Native American Indians shared the landscape with the gray wolf. The wolf attained a cultural

significance to many Indian tribes in Montana. In the days of European settlement and for decades

thereafter, wolves were viewed unfavorably because they killed livestock during a period of dramatic

declines in native prey populations and continue to do so sporadically today. Wolves were also perceived

as a negative, controlling influence on prey populations. However, public opinion about predators and

wolves, in particular, evolved through the 1960s and 1970s. For some in society, the gray wolf became a

symbol for conservation of wildlife, the environment, and public lands.

Yet, there have been dramatic changes in the landscape since wolves roamed across Montana at the turn

of the 20'*^ century. Human settlement, the introduction of livestock and agriculture, and the current

abundance and distribution of native ungulates make for a dramatically different landscape for wolves in

the 21" century. In part because of these changes, some Montana citizens and organizations spoke out

against wolf recovery and restoration efforts in the GYA and central Idaho, as well as against the legal

protections afforded wolves by ESA in more general terms (USFWS 1994b). Concerns were expressed

about the consequences of wolf depredations on livestock and the associated economic losses, potential

loss of flexibility for federal land management agencies, land-use restrictions, impacts to big game

populations, and reduced hunting opportunity. Indeed, FWP shared some of those concerns.

When discussing social and cultural implications associated with wolves, the primary affected

environment is the values of people living in the presence of a recovered wolf population. A
simplification about what drives the differences in attitudes towards wolves might be summed up in a few

words: the perceived chance of personal benefit or loss resulting from the presence of wolves. Those

who perceive they will benefit (either directly or vicariously) tend to favor wolf presence, and those who

perceive a threat of personal loss oppose presence. These differences in values, attitudes, and opinions

are clearly reflected in the comments FWP received from the public and account for the spectrum of input

on any single issue.

Legal Status and Classification under Montana Statutes

Two Titles within Montana statutes describe the legal status and management framework for wolves.

Title 87 pertains to fish and wildlife species and oversight by FWP. Title 81 pertains to MDOL and its

responsibilities related to predator control. More recently, the 2001 Montana Legislature passed Senate

Bill 163 (SB163), which amended several statutes in both titles. SB163 is included as an appendix in the

Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Planning Document (Appendix 1).

The gray wolf remains listed as endangered under the Montana Nongamc and Endangered Species

Conservation Act of 1973 (87-5-101 MCA). Provisions in SB 163, however, automatically remove the
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gray wolf from the state endangered species list when it is removed from the federal list. Therefore,

separate action to delist the gray wolf under state statute by the Montana Legislature is not required, but

FWP would still need to update Administrative Rule 12.5.201, which lists state endangered species.

Once removed from the state endangered species list, the gray wolf will automatically be classified as a

species "in need of management." FWP and the FWP Commission will then establish the regulatory

framework to manage the species (MCA 87-5-101 to 87-5-123). "Management" is defined in MCA 87-5-

102 as:

"the collection and application of biological information for the purposes of increasing the

number of individuals within species and populations of wildlife, up to the optimum carrying

capacity of their habitat, and maintaining such levels. The term includes the entire range of

activities that constitute a modem scientific resource program including but not limited to

research, census, law enforcement, habitat improvement, and education. Also included within the

term, when and where appropriate, is the periodic or total protection of species or populations as

well as regulated taking."

In Montana statute, "take" means to "harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or

kill wildlife." Thus, through the development of the EIS, FWP and the FWP Commission will establish

the management parameters and regulations that limit taking, possession, transportation, exportation,

processing, sale, offer for sale, or shipment of wolves. In addition, FWP and the FWP Commission
would initiate the law enforcement, population monitoring, educational components, and other elements

of a wolf program.

SB 163 also amended Montana Statute 87-3-130, which is titled "Taking of Wildlife to Protect Persons or

Livestock." This amendment becomes effective only when federal protections are removed. As
amended, this statute relieves a person from criminal liability for the taking of a wolf if the wolf is

"attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock." In addition, "a person may kill or attempt

to kill a wolf or mountain lion that is in the act of attacking or killing a domestic dog." The definition of

livestock includes ostriches, rheas, and emus. These changes are consistent with the concept of protecting

human life and private property (livestock and pets) when they are in imminent danger. Citizens must

report any wolves killed or injured in defense of life/property to FWP within 72 hours and surrender the

carcass, the pelt, and all wolf parts.

Most importantly, SB 163 resolved an element in Montana statute that was a major impediment to

establishing the federally-required regulatoi^ mechanisms to guarantee the security and perpetuation of a

recovered wolf population. SB 163 deleted the gray wolf from the list of species designated as "predatory

in nature" which are to be systematically controlled by MDOL (MCA 81-7-101 to 81-7-104). In other

words, MDOL will not be required to exterminate wolves upon delisting. Instead, MDOL would control

wolves for the protection and safeguarding of livestock, as long as the control action is consistent with a

wolf management plan approved by both FWP and MDOL. MDOL and FWP would cooperatively

address and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.

FWP Administration

In the North American model of wildlife conservation, the states have almost sole authority for

conservation and management of resident wildlife. The exceptions are for federal trust species (e.g.

migratory birds or threatened/endangered species), reserved federal lands (e.g. national parks), and for

Indian reservations, as per treaty rights where the tribes maintain wildlife management authority within

23



CHArrER 2: AITIXTKl) ENVIRONMENT

reservation boundaries. In Montana, FWP is the agency with the statutory responsibility to manage

resident wildlife. FWP's Wildlife Program is coordinated at the statewide level and implemented through

seven administrative regions.

The Montana Legislature authorizes staffing with the numbers of Full Time Equivalent employees (FTEs)

being adopted with the state budget. Within those programs affected by the outcome of the EIS, current

staff includes 97 FTEs in the Wildlife Division, 22 FTEs in the Conservation Education Division, 99

FTEs in the Enforcement Division, 39 FTEs in Field Services, and 97 FTEs in Management and

Administration. Outside the Wildlife Division, staff time devoted to support and administration of the

wildlife program varies annually, with an estimated 35-40% .spent on wildlife related activities. Some of

these duties include: enforcement of game laws, licensing and inspection of game farms, responding to

game damage complaints and human/wildlife conflicts, meeting public education needs, hunter and bow

hunter education, publishing the FWP magazine Montana Outdoors, producing educational videos,

printing and distributing maps and regulations, conducting drawings for limited permits, issuing special

and nonresident licenses, negotiating land acquisitions, developing terms for conservation easements, and

tracking expenditures (FWP 1999).

FWP Funding

State law authorizes FWP to collect fees from hunters, trappers, and anglers (87-1-601, MCA). Most of

these revenues are channeled back into management of the resources generating it. The Montana

Legislature has earmarked about 20% of all license revenues for specific purposes, such as habitat

protection or hunter access. The remainder of these funds is deposited into one general license account

without regard to the species generating the revenue. Although license revenue could be considered as

state revenue, its use is limited to funding FWP programs by law. In order to maintain FWP's eligibility

to receive matching federal funding under the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (Pittman-

Robertson), the Montana Legislature agreed to use hunting license revenue only for wildlife management

(87-1-708. MCA). Similarly, use of interest earned from cash balances on license revenue can only be

used to fund FWP programs. About two-thirds of the total license revenue collected by FWP is derived

from the sale of nonresident hunting and fishing licenses.

The Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act has helped fund FWP's wildlife management programs since

1941 (Kallman 1987). In 2002, approximately 26% ($15.1 million) of FWP's total revenue was obtained

from federal sources. Most of this funding is generated through excise taxes on firearms, ammunition,

archery equipment, and handguns. Federal funding matches state license revenue to fund wildlife

surveys, research, hunter education, and various support functions. Wildlife surveys and inventories and

other approved projects typically receive 75% federal funding and 25% state funding from license

revenues. Federal funding also was initially used to purchase winter range for big game. Federal law

requirements also protect the state's hunting-license revenue from being diverted to uses other than those

pertaining to wildlife under the as.sent acts passed by the Montana Legislature (87-1-708, MCA). Federal

law restricts some u.ses of matching federal funds to exclude some activities such as law enforcement that

in turn, must be funded entirely by state hunting, fishing, or trapping license revenue.

Funding sources for the wildlife program include license dollars, matching federal funding. Bonneville

Power Administration mitigation trust funds, and private grants and donations. License sale revenues

account for approximately 65% of the wildlife program budget. The Wildlife Division received 19%

($11.1 million) of FWP's FY 2002 total budget of $58.8 million. Conservation Education was budgeted

$2.5 million. Fisheries $9.6 million, Enforcement $6.4 million. Field Services $7.3 million, and

Management and Finance $1 1 .4 (FWP 2002). Budgets are developed internally, with authority to spend

funds coming from the Legislature. All budgets are reviewed by the legislative budget committee and
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must be approved by both the Montana House and Senate. The FWP Commission also reviews and

approves the agency's budget.

Wildlife Resources

Montana's wildlife includes more than 450 species of mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians. FWP
has statutory responsibility to regulate harvest of 55 wildlife species that are valued for meat, fur, or as

"trophies." Many of these species were almost lost in Montana as a result of unregulated exploitation

prior to and during settlement in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

Enforceable wildlife conservation began with the political and financial support from Montana's hunters

and anglers early in the 20"" century. Early programs emphasized restoring game animals, providing legal

protections in state statute, and aggressive predator control. These actions were initiated with public and

legislative support and were largely funded by the hunters, anglers, and trappers of Montana. These

programs were then, and are now, sustained by a philosophy of public hunting and a funding base from

participants. FWP's wildlife program has evolved along with modem scientific principles of wildlife

management and is considered one of the leading programs in the nation.

Categories of Wildlife Defined in Montana Statutes

Big Game. Thirteen species of large mammals are defined by statute as game animals, or "big game"

(87-2-101 MCA). These include white-tailed and mule deer, elk, moose, and caribou, pronghom,

mountain goat, bighorn sheep, and wild bison. Three species of camivores/omnivores also are designated

as game animals, including the mountain lion, black bear, and grizzly bear. Today, all the above big

game species except caribou, bison, and grizzly bear are legally hunted, according to regulations

approved by the FWP Commission.

Numbers and distribution of most big game species probably bear little resemblance to pre-settlement

conditions. Nearly all big game species were either extirpated or severely reduced in number and

distribution through market and subsistence hunting prior to and during settlement. Settlement brought

agriculture, forestry, mining, and suppression of catastrophic fires and flooding, causing both subtle and

profound changes to Montana's landscape. These changes favored some species and were detrimental to

others. Present day populations of white-tailed deer and elk are at their highest levels recorded in recent

history. Mule deer numbers fluctuated over the last 20 years, but the statewide population is still robust.

In addition to natural adjustment and recovery by some big game species, efforts to restore self-sustaining

populations to all, or portions of. historical ranges have been largely successful. Such efforts included

species reintroduction and the acquisition and intensive management of important habitats. In the case of

the mountain lion, a change in legal status from a "predator" to a "big game animal" in the early 1970s

enabled lion numbers and distribution to increase over the last 30 years. Mountain lions are now present

in eastern Montana in sufficient numbers to sustain a legal harvest.

Furbearers. FWP is responsible for management of furbearers (87-2- 101, MCA). State law offers

protection to ten furbearing species because of the commercial value of their fur. Protection allows for

maintenance of sustainable populations while allowing for harvest of prime pelts. Furbearer management

has evolved since 1951 when the agency initiated intensive studies on furbearer species throughout the

state.
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The ten species are: marten, otter, fisher, mink, wolverine, bobcat, lynx, northern swift fox, muskrat, and

beaver. Except the northern swift fox and lynx, all these species may be taken by licensed trappers

according to regulations approved by the FWP Commission.

Predators. The predator designation is confusing because the term refers to both a legally defined list of

animals as well as an ecologically functional group of animals. State law lists the coyote, red fox, weasel,

skunk, and civet cat (spotted skunk) as predators (87-2-101, MCA). Ecologically speaking, predators

generally kill other animals to secure food. Under this ecological definition, several mammals function as

predators but are legally designated as furbearers: bobcat, lynx, wolverine, swift fox, otter, mink, marten

and fisher. Others arc legally defined as game animals (black bear, mountain lion), nongame wildlife (red

fox, raccoon, badger), or threatened and endangered species (grizzly bear, black-footed ferret).

Control of legally classified predators (e.g. coyote, skunk) is assigned to MDOL and carried out by WS.
However, WS also controls some game animals (bears and mountain lions) causing livestock damage
under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with MDOL and FWP.

Nongame Wildlife, Endangered Species, and Species of Special Concern. FWP's wildlife program has

emphasized management of game and furbearer species over nongame. The Nongame and Endangered

Species Conservation Act (87-5-101, MCA) expanded FWP's authority in 1973 to include nongame and

endangered species. More than 85% of the bird and mammal species in Montana are classified as

nongame. FWP has the authority to declare certain nongame species as being "in need of management"

and to develop and adopt management plans.

The Montana Natural Heritage Program oversees an ongoing inventory of animals that are rare,

threatened, endangered, or believed to be vulnerable to extirpation (Reichel 1996). FWP also maintains a

current listing of wildlife species of special concern. The list includes amphibians, reptiles, birds, and

mammals and appears in Appendix 2. Of these, seven species are classified as threatened or endangered

by federal statute. Montana law does not include a "threatened" status, but four species are listed as

endangered under state statute (Appendix 2).

Other. Other statutorily defined wildlife species are classified as Upland Game Birds (grouse, turkey,

pheasant, partridge. Section 87-2-101 MCA) and Migratory Game Birds (ducks, geese, swans, doves,

snipe; 87-2-101, MCA).

Wolf - Prey Relationships

Montana's recovered wolves are returning to a highly modified environment and a managed system

where success, like the success of other major predators like mountain lions and even human hunters,

depends on the productivity and perpetuation of deer, elk, and moose populations. As a result, a primary

public concern is the effect of predators on prey populations. This EIS cannot provide a comprehensive

summary of predator-prey interactions or the effects of wolf predation on ungulate populations.

However, some of the scientific literature reviewed for this EIS is included as a partial bibliography in the

Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Planning Document (Appendix I).

All wildlife populations vary through time and across a diversity of habitats and are influenced by a

variety of ever changing environmental factors. Published literature on predator-prey interactions is

highly varied in its conclusions about the ability of predators to influence prey populations or vice versa.

There have been nearly as many different interpretations of predator-prey interactions as there have been

studies. Predators and prey interact with one another within their unique habitats, through seasonal

weather patterns, among an array of species and animal densities, and within different wildlife

management frameworks. Each published report, therefore, must be inteipreted within the context of the
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conditions prevailing at that time and cannot be extrapolated to different locations or ecological systeins

(National Research Council 1997).

Studies show that predation may influence prey populations through changes in recruitment of young into

the adult population, adult mortality, or a combination of both (Gasaway et al. 1992, Ballard et al. 1997,

National Research Council 1997, Mackie et al. 1998, Kunkel and Pletscher 1999, Ballard et al. 2001).

Research also suggests that increased adult female mortality from other sources, such as hunter harvest or

elevated overwinter mortality, may create conditions in which predation limits ungulate populations or

slows population growth (Kunkel and Pletscher 1999). On the other hand, some biologists reported that

habitat and climate influence deer populations more strongly than wolf predation (Wisconsin Department

of Natural Resources 1999). And some Minnesota researchers report that wolves do not appear to impact

white-tailed deer populations overall, although wolf predation may have more influence in localized areas

and especially in conjunction with severe winters (Mech and Nelson 2000, Minnesota Department of

Natural Resources 2001 ). The impact of severe winter weather is a concern in the West as well. Recent

findings in YNP indicate that winter severity has a dominating influence on wolf predation patterns on elk

(Mech etal. 2001).

Identifying the factors that drive changes in prey populations and predator-prey interactions is extremely

difficult. More than one factor is usually involved, and factors may interact with one another to further

complicate efforts to understand their importance. FWP's ungulate management attempts to balance

population status, habitat condition, landowner tolerance, hunter opportunity, and an array of

environmental factors known to influence populations. Ungulate populations are managed in a

comprehensive, ecological way, considering the whole environment, not single factors such as wolf

predation or lion predation. Documenting predation as a major limiting factor of ungulate populations

requires intensive radio telemetry, manipulation of both predator and prey populations, measurement of

environmental conditions, a well designed monitoring program, and a sustained long-term effort.

Systems with multiple large predators, including wolves, are even more challenging. FWP's current

understanding of how ungulates, wolves, other carnivores, and their physical environments interact in

Montana will improve with time through monitoring and research, such as the ongoing intensive studies

in southwestern Montana and YNP. Management improves as a result.

Because of their long-term financial investments and willingness to impose hunting regulations to best

conserve wildlife, Montanans now enjoy relatively liberal hunting opportunity for more ungulate species

than other western states. This is evident in long-term trends in hunter numbers and harvest for both elk

and deer (Figures 5-8). Statewide, the number of elk hunters and elk harvest has gradually increased

since the 1960s. This reflects the increasing interest in elk hunting as elk populations increased and

expanded into formerly elk-free habitats. Long-term trends for deer are more volatile and reflect real

changes in deer abundance and corresponding changes in hunter opportunity due to changes in hunting

regulations. At the FWP regional scale and the individual hunting district level, the long term trends are

more variable.
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Wildlife Habitat

Montana's diverse landscape can be described as six ecosystems based on topography, climate and

vegetation (Table 2). The gray wolf is a habitat generalist and historically occurred across all vegetation

types in Montana where there was adequate prey. Hence, current day wolf habitat will be defined more
specifically by ungulate distribution and human settlement patterns.

A keystone of FWP's habitat conservation efforts is Habitat Montana. This program focuses on land

conservation initiatives that benefit wildlife and maintain other natural resource values of private lands.

FWP administers a network of Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) that are managed to benefit wildlife

(wintering ungulates in particular) and to provide opportunities for public recreation. These lands are

purchased using earmarked revenue collected from the sale of hunting licenses and matching federal

revenues. Vegetation management objectives on many of them are met in part by livestock grazing

through cooperative agreements with adjacent landowners. FWP also participates in numerous federal

habitat conservation programs, such as a Forest Legacy (USFS) and Habitat Conservation Plans

(USFWS).

Table 2. Six major ecosystems of Montana based on topography, climate and vegetation.

Ecosystem
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Noxious Weeds

Introduced plant species often aggressively colonize sites where native vegetation and soils are disturbed.

When these plants conflict with, interfere with, or otherwise restrict land management, they are

commonly referred to as weeds. A plant that has been classified as a weed, such as leafy spurge or

spotted knapweed, only attains a "noxious" status by an act of state legislation. Noxious weeds are

classified in one of three categories (Appendix 3).

Land Management

Travel/Access Management

Responsibility for managing human access and travel on public lands resides with the administering land

management agency, whether state or federal. Human access can be managed by time period (e.g.

seasonal closures) or by localized area restrictions. FWP closes most WMAs to human access during the

winter period to prevent disturbance to wintering ungulates. Outside of Yellowstone and Glacier national

parks, USPS manages most federal lands utilized by wolves. Habitat, access and motorized travel are

managed to meet resource objectives or legal requirements. Presently, there are no restrictions on road

use or road-density on USPS or U.S. Bureau of Land Management lands due solely to the presence of

wolves. NFS generally restricts motorized travel to paved routes only, while foot/horse travel is

permitted most places. Foot travel is occasionally restricted due to seasonally imposed closures in areas

of concentrated wildlife activity. While PWP continues to consult with land management agencies or

private landowners about access and travel management, PWP has no legal authority to implement access

or travel restrictions on land it does not manage. Instead, PWP works cooperatively with land managers

to meet shared objectives.

Connectivity

Connectivity implies that wolves inhabiting the Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Area in each of the

three states are functionally connected through emigration and immigration events, resulting in the

exchange of genetic material between sub-populations. This functional relationship is consistent with the

biological intent of the original northern Rockies recovery plan and is an underlying prerequisite for

successful, long term wolf recovery in the northern Rockies. Designating critical habitats or establishing

travel corridors were not necessary to successfully recover the gray wolf in the northern Rockies. During

the recovery phase, connectivity of the wolf population in the northern Rockies with the Canadian

population was assured through legal protections, adequate prey populations, and the network of public

lands - all of which facilitate dispersal and maintenance of genetic viability.

Sufficient dispersal and exchange of wolves between the three sub-populations in the future will be

necessary to maintain the high degree of genetic variation of a regional wolf population. In isolation,

none of the three recovered populations could maintain its long term genetic viability (USPWS 1994a).

Isolation is unlikely if populations remain at or above recovery levels and regulatory mechanisms prevent

chronically low wolf numbers or minimal dispersal (Porbes and Boyd 1997).

Connection between the U.S. and Canadian wolf populations is also an important underpinning of long

term wolf recovery. Montana is an important link between Canadian wolves and wolves in YNP,
Wyoming, and central Idaho. Canadian packs will likely continue to be a source of wolves dispersing

into the U.S. while some U.S. wolves will disperse into Canada. Dispersal events across the international

border will contribute to genetic diversity and provide an added measure of long term security for

populations in both the U.S. and Canada.
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Wolf Den and Rendezvous Sites

Wolves respond differently to human disturbance (Claar et al. 1999). Differing responses are due to a

variety of factors, including the individuality of wolves, the specific setting, and whether the population is

exploited or protected (Ballard et al. 1987, Mech et al. 1998, Thiel et al. 1998). In some studies, wolves

moved pups after human disturbance, but pup survival was not affected (Ballard et al. 1987). It also

appears that pups were not moved over long distances (Thiel et al. 1998).

Wolf activity on national forest lands in Montana generally hasn't prompted area closures or travel

restrictions specifically because recreational use of these lands is often dispersed and sporadic. In

national parks, area closures around den or rendezvous sites are sometimes implemented because of the

strong public desire to view wolves and high visitation in the areas with wolf activity during the denning

period. Areas around dens in YNP are closed until June 30. GNP established a seasonal closure area in

the North Fork for one wolf pack since 1995 and has a framework for addressing future wolf activity.

Ultimately, land management agencies may adopt seasonal or area restrictions independently from FWP.

Economics / Livelihoods

A number of economic resources or values could be affected if FWP assumes management
responsibilities for the gray wolf. The following description is based on the most current information

available on livestock depredation by wolves, big game hunting and outfitting, regional economic

activity, cultural and social values, recreation, and FWP license revenues. The most detailed information

available is specific to the GYA and southwestern Montana due to the in-depth analyses required prior to

the reintroduction of wolves to YNP and central Idaho. Information is also available from northwestern

Montana where wolves have been present since the mid-1980s, and statewide information is also

presented.

Livestock Depredation

A concern about wolf recovery is the potential for wolves to stress, injure, or kill livestock (primarily

cattle and sheep), guarding animals, or other domesticated animals such as llamas. Financial losses may
result directly from wolf depredation whether confirmed or not, and indirect financial losses may
accumulate because of increased management activities or changes to agricultural operations. These

financial hardships accrue to individual farmers and ranchers and may be significant to them.

Tables 3 and 4 show total annual Montana cattle and sheep inventories and death losses from all causes

since 1990. Cattle and calf inventories in the state have remained relatively stable at about 2.5 million

animals. During this period, sheep inventories have declined significantly from over 650,000 to nearly

400,000 animals. While there has been significant variation in death losses for both cattle and sheep over

this period, both species have seen losses in excess of 50,000 animals per year for predator and non-

predator losses combined.

Currently, the Montana staff of WS investigates and records all reported wolf kills of domestic livestock

or pets. Table 5 summarizes the Montana WS wolf depredation control program from 1997-2002,

reported according to federal fiscal years. To date, nearly all depredation incidents investigated by WS
within Montana occurred on private land, whereas over 80% of depredations in Idaho and about 50% of

depredations in Wyoming were on public grazing allotments (Meier 2001 ). As wolf numbers and

distribution increase in Montana, depredations may also increase on public lands. Between 300,000 and

400,000 sheep and cattle graze summer pasture on public lands in Montana (Bangs and Shivik 2001 ).

Wolves don't necessarily depredate on livestock whenever livestock are encountered, but it is evident that
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wolf packs that regularly encounter livestock will depredate sporadically (Bangs and Shivik 2001). Field

observations have also indicated that even though an individual wolf or pack may not necessarily injure or

kill livestock, livestock can become distressed and agitated when wolves are in the area and sometimes

injure themselves in fence lines or on agricultural equipment. Overall, livestock losses appear related to

the availability of wild prey, increasing pack size, and the learned behavior of individual wolves.

Table 3. Cattle and calf inventory, value per head, and death losses in Montana from all causes 1990-

1999 (Montana Agricultural Statistics: October 1999, p. 146, information on January 1.).

Year
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wolf kills. This level of loss is <0.5% of the total death losses for cattle and sheep, respectively, in the

state. However, as indicated above, these losses accrue to individual producers and only represent dead

livestock that were confirmed killed by wolves. There were no confirmed cases of wolves killing dogs or

llamas until 1995. Figure 1 1 displays confumed dog and llama losses from 1995-2001.

WS field investigation reports summarize the evidence examined and confirm if wolves were the cause of

livestock injury or death. Up until recently, Montana WS personnel did not officially categorize

"probable" or "possible" wolf losses. However, these types of losses are now incorporated into field

investigative procedures. The number of confirmed wolf-caused losses is expected to underestimate total

livestock losses due to wolves because of insufficient evidence, lack of a carcass, or carcass visitation by

more than one predator. The potential for unconfirmed and/or undocumented losses is problematic for

individual livestock producers because unconfirmed losses are not covered by Defenders of Wildlife, a

non-governmental conservation organization which has reimbursed owners for confirmed livestock losses

through its privately funded compensation trust fund. It can also be problematic for livestock producers if

losses are categorized as probable, because the Defenders of Wildlife compensates probable losses at 50%
of the market value.

One study in Idaho examined interactions between wolves and domestic calves within the USPS
Diamond Moose Grazing Allotment in central Idaho to evaluate the role of wolf predation on calf survival

and movements (Oakleaf 2002). However, in Montana, there are limited sources of information available

about wolf-cattle interactions in order to estimate the potential extent of unconfirmed wolf losses. WS
investigative reports of wolf complaints may provide some insight. Table 6 indicates the number of

domestic animals investigated, but not verified killed or injured by wolves. Some of these animals

suffered injuries or death for reasons that, according to the WS agent conducting the investigation, were

not wolf related while others may have been injured or killed by wolves, but the evidence is not sufficient

to confirm it truly was a wolf

WS field investigative reports of wolf-related complaints were reviewed for the calendar years 1999-2001

(WS unpubl. data). Those incidents which were noted as obviously caused by something else (e.g.

noxious weeds or lightening) were not considered further. The remainder of the investigations that were

officially unconfirmed as wolf-caused were tallied as "potential" wolf losses for the purposes of this EIS.

Examples of investigative conclusions for "potential" wolf losses were "scavenged" or "undetermined."

Defenders of Wildlife payment records were cross referenced to ensure that these "potential" losses were

not compensated as "probable" wolf losses. Table 6 summarizes those livestock losses that were

officially unconfirmed as wolf-caused by WS, but may have potentially been caused by a wolf Because

the public identified unconfirmed losses as an issue, these data will also be used to estimate economic

losses due to unconfirmed losses (see Chapter 4). While even these data probably underestimate actual

losses, they are the best available data for Montana at the present time.

Since 1987, Defenders of Wildlife (a conservation organization) has administered a wolf compensation

trust to reimbur.se ranchers in the northern Rockies for confirmed livestock losses caused by wolves.

Table 7 shows total payments since 1987. Payments are depicted by state boundary for Montana, Idaho,

and Wyoming, irrespective of federal wolf recovery area boundaries. These payments may not fully

compensate ranchers for their wolf-related losses to the extent that depredation is underestimated, and to

the extent that ranchers incur indirect costs related to wolves such as fence repair and additional costs of

managing livestock - wildlife interactions. Economic impacts of confirmed and "potential" livestock

losses are addressed in Chapter 4.
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Table 5. Summary of the number of wolf-related complaints received and investigated by the U.S.

Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services Wolf
Depredation Control Program in Montana 1997-2002, according to federal fiscal years (October

1 - September 30). Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health

Inspection Service, Wildlife Services, Montana Field Office.
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Figure 10. Number of sheep depredations confirmed by Wildlife Services as wolf-caused in Montana,

1980-2001 (USFWS unpubl. data).
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Figure 1 1 . Number of domestic dogs and llama depredations confirmed by Wildlife Services as wolf-

caused in Montana. 1980-2001 (USFWS unpubl. data).
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Table 6. Livestock losses that were unconfirmed as wolf-caused by Wildlife Services but that could have

potentially been caused by wolves, given that the investigation did not document any obvious

cause of death or injury such as noxious weeds or lightening, during calendar years 1999-2001

(Wildlife Services, unpubl. data).

Potential Wolf-caused

Losses
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time span include the severe winter of 1996/97, large summer forest fires, especially favorable hunting

conditions in 1994, an overhaul of mule deer management, and other smaller regulation changes. The
methods used to estimate hunter numbers changed in 1996, so the data for 1990-94 may be slightly over-

estimated compared to 1995-2001 . The average the number of elk hunters and the average number of elk

hunter days in the early 1990s was about the same as the late 1990s (Figures 15 and 16). Although the

exact number changes from year to year, there are no trends upward or downward. The number of deer

hunters and deer hunter days is much more variable year to year. The long term averages are also

variable and are generally lower in the late 1990s compared to the early 1990s across most FWP regions

(Figures 17 and 18). This likely reflects real declines in mule and white-tailed deer populations due to

environmental events and the resultant changes in regulations, particularly for mule deer. Hunter

participation is affected by a host of factors beyond just the presence of a recovered wolf population.

The diet of gray wolves in Montana is expected to be primarily white-tailed deer, mule deer, elk and

moose. While other ungulate species or small mammals may also be taken, they are expected to be a

minor portion of the total diet. The actual proportion of whitetail and mule deer, elk, and moose will vary

in part based on prey availability and relative prey vulnerability. In northwestern Montana (FWP Region

1 and a portion of Region 2), wolves are expected to prey primarily on white-tailed deer, elk, and moose
(Kunkel 1999). The white-tailed deer is the primary ungulate species sought by human hunters as well.

Figure 19 shows long term trends in FWP Region 1 white-tailed deer hunting. Figure 20 shows long term

trends in FWP Region 1 elk hunting.

Table 7. Payment from the Defenders of Wildlife Bailey Wildlife Foundation Wolf Compensation Trust

Fund (rounded to nearest dollar) for confirmed livestock losses or injuries caused by wolves,

1987-2001, in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming (see www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html ).

Calendar Year
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Figure 12. Total number of elk hunters, elk hunter days, and number of antlerless permits available in

Montana, 1975-2001.
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Figure 13. Total number of deer hunters and total hunter days for white-tailed deer and mule deer

combined in Montana, 1987-2001.
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periods 1990-1994 and 1995-2001. Standard deviation (an indicator of how much the actual

number varies through time) brackets the average.
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Figure 19. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Region 1 white-tailed deer harvest and number of deer

hunters, 1960-2000.
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Figure 20. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Region 1 elk harvest and number of elk hunters 1970-2000.

Hunter opportunity for bull elk was reduced through adoption of the more restrictive "brow-tined

bull" regulation in 1997-98 from the previous "antlered bull" regulation.
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In other areas of the state, wolves are expected to prey primarily on elk, mule deer, and moose. In

southwestern Montana, wolf packs seem to prey on elk more frequently than mule deer or moose (Smith

et al. 2001 ; Gude and GaiTolt unpubl. data). Of the three species most likely to be killed by wolves in the

Yellowstone area, elk are the most closely studied. Elk are important to human hunters as well.

The northern Yellowstone elk herd has always gotten a great deal of public attention because it is one of

the largest and best known elk herds in the country, it is associated with YNP, and it provides a unique

and very popular elk hunting opportunity during the .so called "Gardiner late elk hunt." Since the 1970s,

the northern Yellowstone elk herd has nuctuated up and down from less than 9,000 elk to about 19,000

elk, based on winter counts. The annual winter count changes 10-20% from year to year, but sometimes

it changes by 30-40%. Compared to other Montana elk populations, northern Yellowstone herd counts

are dynamic and very chaotic. During this same period, elk herds in other parts of southwestern Montana
that are managed primarily by hunting, fluctuated 5-15% per year, with a clear long term trend toward

increasing elk numbers. Most elk herds in southwestern Montana currently have two to four times as

many elk now as they had in the mid-1970s.

Periodic, but significant winterkill events are the greatest single factor affecting elk numbers in the

northern herd, with the last two occurring in 1989 and 1997. Winterkills of such magnitude do not occur

in other Montana elk populations, even in severe winters. Yellowstone elk are predisposed to higher

winter mortality due to harsher winter conditions, an older age structure in the population, high elk

densities, and lack of an agricultural forage base to fall back on during hard winters.

Historically, northern range elk counts do not exhibit clear, long term trends. The northern herd has been

surveyed from the air since 1967. Beginning in more recent years, two surveys are conducted - one in

December and one in the spring. The purpose of the December survey is determine overall population

trends by counting total elk numbers, using four fixed-wing aircraft simultaneously. These surveys yield

trend information and are flown at the same time each year, regardless of counting conditions so that the

count itself becomes an index to reflect changes in the elk population over time. The total count in

December 2002 was 9,215 elk, with approximately 75% of the herd inside YNP. The previous count in

December 2001 was 1 1,969, compared to a long temi average of 13,846 elk from 1968-2002 (Table 9)

(FWP 2002). Poor counting conditions likely contributed to an under count of the actual number of elk in

the northern Yellowstone population for the 2002 count. Lack of snow cover, the wide distribution of elk

at higher elevations, and difficulty in detecting elk were noted by observers. In previous instances of poor

counting conditions, the previous or the following year's trend estimate were more consistent with long

term averages. However, biologists concluded that the December 2002 data suggest that elk abundance

has decreased since 1988 (Northern Yellowstone Cooperative Wildlife Working Group, 2003). Factors

contributing to the decrease likely include predation, drought-related effects on pregnancy and calf

survival, periodic substantial winterkill owing to severe snow pack, and human harvest during the

Gardiner area late hunt. The second survey is flown in the spring (usually March) to determine how
many elk wintered north of YNP and Dome Mountain and to classify the elk population to obtain an

estimate of calf recruitment, expressed as the number of calves observed for every 100 cows (calf:cow

ratio) (Table 9).

The northern herd demon.strates the natural ability to recover from periodic population declines. The
mo.st significant recovery started in 1968, following the end of deliberate elk reductions inside YNP and

the end of largely unregulated elk hunting. The population increased from about 3,200 elk to over 12,000

just eight years later. Elk numbers have since recovered from major winterkills within five to six years.

Wolves, however, are a new and significant source of mortality that will reduce total elk numbers. The
exact extent of those overall population reductions, how wolf predation affects population growth rates,

and the variation from year to year is unknown. FWP is concerned that during severe winters, more elk

will be vulnerable to predation, and the combination of winterkill and predation could be significant.
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FWP is also conceiTied about calf recruitment. There are early indications that the number of wolves that

prey on the northern Yellowstone elk herd has leveled off because wolves may have reached their social

and biological carrying capacity for area. Overall elk herd dynamics are largely influenced by

environmental factors and predation dynamics that occur inside YNP boundaries. FWP's management of

the portion of the herd that winters in the .State of Montana north of YNP and the focus of the Gardiner

late hunt will need to take that into consideration. Monitoring efforts are an important part of that

management, particularly for determining the number of migrant, YNP elk wintering north of Dome
Mountain.

While there are many factors that affect elk herd numbers and distribution (i.e. winter severity, weather

during hunting season, drought conditions, and hunter pressure), the available data on the northern

Yellowstone elk herd suggest that current herd size, hunter effort and hunter success are within the

general ranges seen before the reintroduction of wolves. Data indicate that the late winter 2002 calf

recruitment estimate (14 calves counted for every 100 adult cows) was a record low. Just like total elk

numbers, calf recruitment in Yellowstone varies widely from year to year, ranging from 14-48 calves/100

cows, with an average of 32 calves/100 cows. However, across almost all areas of elk habitat in Montana,

with a few exceptions, have experienced declines of 30-50% from the historical averages of the calf/100

cow ratios. This includes the elk population in the Missouri River Breaks. Recruitment in Yellowstone

elk is typically lower than most elk populations in neighboring herds in southwestern Montana. Reasons

for lower recruitment in Yellowstone elk include higher predation rates in a predator-rich environment

that now includes wolves, lower pregnancy rates, an older age structure in female segment of the herd,

long stressful winters, and the general physical condition of elk which varies with forage availability and

quality. In recent years, persistent drought conditions have also affected overall herd health and

condition, as well as recruitment rates. Long term studies are required to understand wolf effects on

ungulates. Extensive studies of this wolf/ungulate relationship are now underway both within and outside

YNP.

FWP administers the Gardiner late hunt to help manage elk numbers on winter ranges north of YNP.

FWP's management objective is to provide winter range forage for migrant Yellowstone elk on a

sustainable basis by managing elk numbers so they do not exceed the carrying capacity of the winter

range and cause long term changes in plant communities or declines in forage production. To accomplish

this, hunters are used as a management tool to help regulate the number of elk wintering north of the YNP
boundary, by annually harvesting a portion of the migrant population. The number of antlerless elk

permits available for the Gardiner late hunt changes through time, based on winter population counts,

recruitment, previous hunter success, hunter participation, and the number of elk migrating to winter

range north of YNP. The number of migrant elk available to hunters during the late hunt, thus hunter

success, depends heavily on winter weather conditions that determine the timing and the size of elk

migrations (FWP 2001b).

Elk hunting is also popular in other areas of southwestern Montana outside the Yellowstone area.

Management objectives for many elk herds in southwestern Montana call for reducing total elk

populations. Antlerless harvest opportunities have been liberalized in recent years where elk populations

are exceeding social canying capacity. Table 10 summarizes elk hunting infonnation in FWP Region 3.

As noted above, many different factors can affect herd population numbers and distribution. Similarly,

many factors affect hunter harvest, independent of elk numbers. Weather, changes in hunting regulations

and special permit availability, and human population changes in the region can all influence hunter

success.

Outfitted Hunting. Outfitted hunting is significant and economically important to big game hunting in

Montana. In the 2000 and 2001 hunting seasons, over 10,000 hunters used the services of a hunting

outfitter. The majority of these guided hunters come to Montana from out-of-state, purchasing
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nonresident hunting licenses and special permits. Only 1 .5% of resident elk hunters utilize the services of

an outfitter (King and Brooks 2001). Table 1 1 details the number of clients served (residents and non-

residents) by outfitters for all species of big game hunting between 1995 and 2001 . Outfitted big game

hunting in Montana was relatively stable during that time.

Table 9. Summary of Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd population and late season harvest data, 1968-

2002. Source: 2002 Gardiner Late Elk Hunt Annual Report, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks

(Table 9).
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Table 1 1. Outfitter-reported total number of clients served on hunts for all big game species in

northwestern Montana (Flathead and Lincoln counties) and southwestern Montana (Gallatin,

Beaverhead, Sweet Grass, and Madison counties), 1995-2001 . The totals include big game

hunting clients served per year for both those clients buying licenses through the outfitter-

sponsored license quota and those buying licenses on their own (non-sponsored). Source:

Montana Board of Outfitters. Hunting Statistics.

Year
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The economic sectors most likely to be affected by wolf restoration are agriculture and tourism, including

outfitting related to hunting and eco-tourism/wildlife viewing. Table 12 shows the key economic sectors

(types of business producing similar goods and services) broken out at the finest level of detail available.

Farm output (the total value of goods and services produced) accounts for approximately 6.3% of total

state output. Farm income accounted for about 2% of the total personal income in the state, and livestock

accounted for 48% of the value of farm products sold in the state in 1998 (Montana Agricultural Statistics

Service 1999).

Tourism is also important "industry" in Montana. Visitors come to Montana in large numbers year round

to see parks and wilderness areas, ski, float rivers, fish, hunt, and simply enjoy scenery. While they're

here, these visitors spend large amounts of money for food, lodging, license fees, guide fees, and gifts

among other recreation-related spending. These expenditures, in turn, have a large impact on incomes

and employment in the region. Duffield et al. (2001 ) found that visitors to YNP who came from outside

the three-state region of Montana, Idaho and Wyoming spent an average of $680 per person in the three

states for winter visits in the region and $291 per person while on summer trips. Economic activity

associated with tourism is captured by a number of sectors, including transportation services, hotels and

other lodging, recreation services, and retail trade (Table 12). However, these sectors also include

economic activity not specifically tied to tourist spending, so it is difficult to extract the total percentage

of state economic output associated with tourism from Table 1 2. Nonetheless, the tourism industry is

consistently ranked in the top three industries (as measured in total output).

Outfitting of all kinds, including fishing, hunting and ecotourism are combined into the recreation

services sector of Montana's economy. This also includes skiing and other tourist services. Both big

game hunting and outfitting services have a strong link to the level of economic activity through hunter

expenditures. The 1996 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation found

that U.S. residents spent $216 million in Montana on hunting trips, equipment, and licenses (USFWS and

U.S. Department of Commerce 1998). USFWS estimated that of hunting-related expenditures within

Montana, $182 million was spent specifically for hunting trips and equipment. About 69% of this, or

$126 million, was specifically spent for big game hunting. Of the total hunting trip-related spending in

Montana in 1996, nonresidents spent 65% of the total (Table 13). FWP studies have demonstrated that

trip-related hunting expenditures are even higher than the national survey results. Residents and

nonresidents spend an average of $186.9 million on their hunting trips in Montana annually (Duffield and

FWP 1988). Approximately 45% of those expenditures are by nonresidents.

Non-hunting outfitting appears to be increasing in Montana, particularly for visitafion in Montana's

national forest roadless or wilderness areas. (Adams 2000). According to a 1998 survey of outfitters

using these wildland areas, hunters accounted for less than 14% of all clients and a fifth of their service

days. A similar survey published in 1990 found that in the Montana commercial outfitting industry as a

whole, 24% of clients were hunters (Taylor and Reilly 1990). Possible explanations for the shift include

changing interests in outdoor recreation away from hunting, thus changing consumer demand, and a need

for outfitters to generate income during other seasons of the year. Those non-resident clients who do not

hunt but utilized the services of a wildland outfitter for outdoor recreation (e.g. wildlife viewing, or

photography) spent $37.2 million for food/lodging, transportation, and outfitter fees in Montana in 1998

(Adams 2000).
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Table 12. State of Montana, Output, Employment and Income: 1999. Indu.stry output is reported in

millions of 1999 dollars. Source: Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2002.

Industry
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Table 12. Continued

Industry
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Table 14. Comparison of net economic value (NEV) per day estimates for Montana deer and elk hunting

trips (in current 2002 dollars). Sources: Duffield and Neher (1990) and King and Brooks (2001

)

for deer and elk, respectively.

Species
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Recreational Trip Values. Two of the nation's premier national parks (Yellowstone and Glacier) are

found, al least partly, within Montana. A number of studies documented the popularity of these parks as

tourist destinations, both nationally and internationally. A 1999 summer visitor survey for YNP found

that Montana, Wyoming, or Idaho residents placed a net economic value of $56.80 for their summer trips

and nonresidents placed a value of $349.09 on their trips (Duffield et al. 2000).

The 1999 YNP winter and summer surveys also asked visitors whether the possibility of seeing wolves

had affected their decision to visit the GYA (Table 16). Nineteen to 42% of visitors reported that seeing

or hearing wolves was one of the reasons for making their trip to the GYA. However, a substantial

majority would still have made the trip to the GYA if wolves were not present. Approximately 3.5% of

current visitors to the park would not make the trip if wolves were not present in the park. Given that

there are over three million visitors annually to YNP, it represents over 100,000 visitors.

Table 16. Percent of respondents who reported whether the possibility of seeing wolves affected their

decision to visit the GYA. Source: Duffield et al. 2001

.

Question/ Response
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Values can also be described in terms of attitudes toward wildlife and wildlife management. Respondents

to the 1999 winter and summer YNP visitor surveys were asked to state their level of agreement or

disagreement with a number of statements pertaining to wildlife and the environment. Table 17 shows

how Montana residents responded during the two visitor surveys. Responses are remarkably stable

between winter and summer YNP visits and both sample groups indicate a very high level of

environmental interest and concern.

What drives the differences in attitudes towards wolves might be summed up as the perceived chance of

personal benefit or loss resulting from the presence of wolves. Those who feel they will benefit either

directly or vicariously tend to favor wolf restoration, and those who perceive the threat of personal loss

oppose restoration. A survey in Flathead County in northwestern Montana indicated that most

respondents were supportive of wolves naturally recolonizing the area, but that support could decrease if

recreational and commercial land uses were restricted to promote wolf recovery (Tucker and Pletscher

1989). One survey in Wyoming found that most respondents who opposed wolf reintroduction would not

change their responses even if a variety of their concerns were met, such as providing financial

compensation for livestock losses due to wolves (Bath and Phillips 1990). This firmness of position

indicates that some attitudes towards wolves have their basis not only in the tangible fear of financial

losses but also, more deeply, in the history of the area and its people. Furthermore, attitudes towards

wolves are rooted in society at least as much as they are based on wolf biology and will not be susceptible

to campaigns intended to change them. Williams et al. (2002) advises that wildlife managers would do

well to recognize that and maintain open dialogue with the general public and the affected interests.

One of the most detailed sources of data on Montana resident attitudes towards wolves specific to the

wolf reintroduction effort is a survey of GYA residents conducted in 1993, including Montana counties

contiguous to the park and several mostly lairal counties in Idaho and Wyoming (Table 18). The
responses show both general support for wolf presence in the park and specific concerns associated with

potential problems related to livestock depredation and reduced big game hunting opportunities outside

the park.

Table 17. Comparison of responses by Montana residents to statements concerning wildlife and wildlife

habitat when asked during winter or summer visits to Yellowstone National Park. Source:

Duffieldetal. 2001.

Statements
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Table 18. Greater Yellowstone Area residents' attitudes toward issues surrounding wolf reintroduction.

The "'percent agreeing" includes the sum of responses for the categories "somewhat agree" and

"strongly agree." "Percent disagreeing" was also aggregated. Because other response categories

are not reported (e.g. "no opinion" and "not applicable"), data will not sum to 100%. Source:

Duffield et al. 1993a.

Attitude Statement
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1988 showed that the average age of hunters was 38 years old. A similar study in 1998 revealed the

average to be 46 years old (FWP 1988, 2001c). Therefore, license sales for resident hunters in the future

will likely be influenced by factors well beyond the presence of a recovered wolf population.

By contrast, nonresident demand for Montana hunting licenses remains high, despite a considerably

higher cost compared to residents. Nonresidents submit more applications than the nonresident allocation

quotas for most categories of deer and elk licenses. About 85% of the total deer and elk license revenues

come from nonresident license sales (Table 20).

Table 19. Trends in resident Montana deer and elk license sales and prices, 1980-2000. Source: Montana

Fish, Wildlife and Parks license data.

Year
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In accordance with Montana statutes, FWP and the FWP Commission are charged and authorized to

protect people and personal property from damage and depredation caused by wildhte. FWP defines a

public safety problem related to carnivores as: any situation where an FWP employee reasonably

determines that the continued presence of a carnivore poses a threat to human safety, an attack has

resulted in the loss of livestock or personal pets, or that a human has been physically injured or killed.

Table 20. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 2000 revenue from major deer and elk license and permits.

Source: FWP historical license sale records.

License or Permit Type
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16 resulted in minor injuries while six were considered severe. This is in stark contrast to the case

histories of mountain lion-human incidents in which mountain lions sometimes appear to perceive

humans as prey (Deurbrouck and Miller 200 1
). Case studies ol injurious bear-human incidents highlight

surprise encounters, defense of cubs or food, and/or the bear perceiving the human as a threat to be

neutralized (Herrero 1985).

It appears that wolves can habituate to humans or human activities as readily as bears or mountain lions

(Aune 1991, McNay 2002b). Habituation in wolves may not require a consistent pattern of food

conditioning, as is often the case for bears. Wolves may increasingly tolerate or even seek out close

proximity with people through repeated social interaction with people and where they are "rewarded" in

some fashion, whether by acquiring food or novelty items such as shoes. While some time may be

required for a wolf to habituate to human proximity, some case histories suggest that it can occur within

days of the first encounter (McNay 2002b). Other important variables are whether or not there are food

rewards, the frequency of interaction, the individual character of each wolf, the presence of domestic

dogs, and whether the wolf is infected with rabies. McNay (2002a) cautioned that the transition from

non-aggressive behavior to aggressive behavior in habituated wolves could be rapid and unpredictable.

Whether or not habituation escalates to an immediate threat to human safety may hinge on a prompt

management response by the appropriate authorities.

Surprise encounters between wolves and humans may also occur (McNay 2002b). In Montana, hikers

have unknowingly encountered an occupied den site and wolves responded by barking. Other encounters

occurred away from wolf den sites and ended when the wolf retreated, without injury to human or pet.

Reported wolf behavior in these cases was consistent with other case histories reviewed by McNay
(2002b). Since the mid-1980s, the only two injuries to humans by wolves in Montana occurred when

wolf researchers and managers handled unrestrained animals during capture operations. However, there

have been eight mountain lion-human incidents in Montana from 1990-1999 in which seven people were

injured and a young boy was killed (FWP unpubl. data). In all of these encounters, the human was not

aware of the lion.

Wolves have injured and killed domestic pets, primarily dogs and llamas in Montana. Most incidents

involved guarding or livestock herding dogs, although in some instances, the dog was killed in close

proximity to a structure or outbuilding. Other cases of dog depredations were of hunting hounds trailing

mountain lion or bobcat scent. Hounds do not typically switch scent trails from felids to canids, but may

encounter wolves while pursuing wild cats or at lion kills assumed by wolves. Bangs and Shivik (2001)

also noted that wolves probably perceived hunting hounds and guarding/herding dogs as "trespassing"

competitors rather than as prey.

A recent review of wolf attacks on dogs in Finland suggested that wolves could attack domestic dogs

either within the context of territorial defense or food acquisition (Kojola and Kuittinen 2002). Territorial

defense was most plausible in forested settings and often involved more than one wolf. In most instances,

wolves ate the dog upon its death. There are no methods to prevent wolf predation on domestic dogs in

hunting situations in which its owner does not directly supervise the dog. Food acquisition was more

consistent with single wolves attacking dogs in rural house yards. Preliminary evidence indicated that

risk of wolf attacks on dogs might be associated with density of natural prey and the predation efficiency

of individual wolves or packs.

Despite their general wariness of people, wolves will use natural habitats in clo.se proximity to humans

and may .sometimes approach very close to buildings or structures. This is particularly true in

northwestern Montana where people build their homes in thick, forested habitats. Members of the

Murphy Lake pack are occasionally seen within 100 yards of homes and in rare instances closer. While

this pack is clearly accustomed to human activity within its home range, its members have shared the
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landscape with people for about 10 years without a human-wolf incident. As wolves disperse from

established packs occupy more habitat in Montana, they will be seen more and more frequently. Some of

those observations will be clo.se to human development, particularly if wild prey species are in the area.

Because wolves live in social groups, people may see them more frequently than other large carnivores,

although wolves are not necessarily any more dangerous. Mountain lions and bears are solitary, except

for mothers with dependent young or during the breeding season. Wolves are much less secretive than

mountain lions. Wolves may feed and rest in open areas with good visibility, whereas lions tend to hide

their kills and feed or rest in dense vegetative cover. Wolves will also readily travel across openings in

forest cover or natural meadows in ways that mountain lions or bears do not. In addition, wolves use

linear corridors such as roads, utility lines or railroad rights-of-way for traveling and scent marking.

Becau.se of the differences between the secretive stalking behavior of mountain lions and the broad, open

searching behavior of wolves, people probably have a greater, yet still remote, chance of an unexpected

close encounter with a mountain lion than with a wolf.

The natural order of existence for wolves in the wild is to belong to a pack. With pack membership come
"duties", such as establishment and maintenance of social hierarchies, patrolling and marking territory

boundaries, hunting, feeding and tending pups, resting, and interacting with other wolves or wildlife

species. Wolves aftlliated with a pack are usually actively engaged in a "purpose" and do not spend

extended periods of time loitering in any one location, particularly near humans. One exception is

extended presence and activity at den or rendezvous sites. When pack-affiliated wolves are seen alone, it

is usually sporadic travel for a particular reason. Even dispersing wolves generally do not loiter and move
through areas near people. In contrast, a single wolf seen repeatedly loitering in an area near people and

does not appear to be affiliated with a pack can become habituated, food conditioned, depredate livestock

or domestic pets, or otherwise interact with people at decreasingly safe distances. If this pattern is

allowed to continue, the wolf may become a safety concern. This will become especially evident if the

animal does not respond to hazing or harassment and repeatedly returns to an area.

Wolf Monitoring

Presently, USFWS and its cooperative partners conduct all wolf monitoring. University students and

faculty, individual citizens, private organizations, or other state and federal agency personnel collect

additional information about wolves. While the focus of the current USFWS monitoring program is the

documentation of breeding pairs that meet the recovery definition criteria, additional knowledge is gained

in the process. Generally, most prey population monitoring is conducted by FWP, although cooperative

efforts involve universities and other agencies.

Using telemetry as the primary monitoring tool, USFWS documents overall wolf population status and

trend by recording reproduction and known mortalities. USFWS also generates information about wolf

pack size and distribution, individual territory boundaries, how packs move through and use their

territories, locations of wolf dens and rendezvous sites, and interactions between packs. USFWS
documents known wolf dispersal events between and among the three federal recovery areas and Canada.

USFWS has also been investigating non-telemetry based monitoring protocols, such as track surveys, to

assess the validity of less stringent definitions of "breeding pair" than the recovery definition. Special

management needs, opportunities, and constraints have also been identified.

USFWS collects information through observational reports of wolves and wolf sign (tracks, scat)

submitted by citizens and resource management agency personnel. Repeated observations of animals

and/or sign in an area often leads to the discovery of new packs and confirms pack persistence through

time. USFWvS also collects information through track counts, howling surveys to confirm
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presence/absence, and data profiling of genetic material. Anecdotal information supplements formal

monitoring protocols, including depredation investigations by WS that document wolf activity in a new

area or the number of wolves in a pack.

For the first five years after the gray wolf is delisted, FWP will be required to document that the wolf

population is secure within Montana. Periodic review of these data by FWP and similar agencies in

Idaho, Wyoming, and other cooperators, will be necessary to ensure that the tri-state population remains

above the northern Rockies recovery levels. FWP recognizes that beyond its legal requirement for

population monitoring, FWP will improve management of wolves and native prey by collecting

scientifically credible information. Radio collars deployed by USFWS may still be functioning when the

state assumes management authority. FWP expects to have some reliance on telemeti-y-based monitoring

protocols initially, but like USFWS, FWP could also investigate other, less expensive protocols or

definitions of what constitutes a pack. For instance, unpublished USFWS data indicate that there is a

strong conelation between the number of breeding pairs meeting the federal recovery definition and the

number of "social groups" of wolves, if social group is defined to mean four or more wolves traveling in

winter. The monitoring intensity and expense required to monitor social groups would likely be less than

the intensity of monitoring the number of breeding pairs, yet the reliability and accuracy of the data may

be adequate. USFWS and FWP are currently exploring these relationships.

Private Property

FWP has authority to manage wildlife over approximately 88.3 million acres, or roughly 93% of the state

(excludes national parks and reservations). Approximately 58.4 million acres of the total is privately

owned, hosting a significant wildlife resource which, itself, is "publicly" owned. Much of that land is

used for agricultural purposes (crops or livestock grazing). The earliest European settlers brought

farming traditions and livestock with them. Montanans have been raising livestock for more than four

generations. Agricultural heritage is woven through Montana's cultural fabric, just like the heritage of

wildlife conservation. The rural characteristics of one affirm the other.

Farming and ranching maintains open space that is also habitat for a diversity of wildlife species,

including wolves. Maintaining the land base for agriculture and wildlife habitat is an increasing

challenge, given broader trends in resource and agricultural economics, human population demographics,

and development of the "New West" (Riebsame 1997). There are secondary benefits to a vigorous

agricultural industry, including sustained economic activity in small rural communities, decreased rates of

land conversion for subdivision and development, and maintenance of rural lifestyles.

Most Montana landowners are interested in, proud of, and enjoy the wildlife associated with their

properties, even while acknowledging the challenges posed by wildlife and the occasional conflicts.

Some landowners are deferential to wildlife and have a high degree of tolerance for conflict, even

promoting wildlife habitat and wildlife use of their lands. In some cases, wolves in particular are

welcomed. But history has demonstrated that wolf presence can create problems for landowners trying to

raise livestock. Financial losses may result directly from wolf depredation. Indirect costs may

accumulate because of increased management activities or changes to agricultural operations. These

financial hardships accrue to individual farmers and ranchers and may be significant to them. What

makes wolf-livestock conflicts unique from other wildlife-livestock conflicts are the changes in the legal

status of wolves through time. Historically, farmers and ranchers had the latitude to take care of problem

wolves themselves. Since 1973, wolves have been legally protected by ESA and state law. Livestock

owners have had limited flexibility to protect their private property.

59



CHAPIER >: AFl-KtriKD rNVIUONMKNT

Regardless of historical events and how present circumstances evolved, tolerance for wolves on private

property has been fundamental to the overall success of the federal wolf recovery program. This is

highlighted by Montana's patchwork of public and private lands and how wolves have distributed

themselves. During the state's scoping process for this EIS, wolf presence on private property and how
wolf-livestock conflicts would be resolved (in the context of livestock being private property) were also

raised.

Hybrids

Hybrids result from the breeding of Canis lupus with domestic dogs (C familiaris), resulting in variable

combinations of physical traits and behaviors. Much of the normal predatory behaviors of wild wolves

disappeared in domestic dogs. But the predatory instincts are still present to an unknown and

unpredictable degree in wolf-dog hybrids. Although hybrids commonly lack a fear of humans, the

animals are generally poorly adapted as domestic pets because their behavior is unpredictable and their

response to general obedience training is poor. While the keeping of captive wolves and hybrids as pets

is rewarding to some individuals, others find it unmanageable and try to find new homes for their pets.

Hybrids have been released into the wild and others apparently escaped from their owners. The potential

for genetic pollution of wild populations, human safety issues, and erosion of public acceptance for wild

wolves are commonly cited problems with private ownership of captives or hybrids and release of these

animals in the wild.

Methods to distinguish non-native wolf-like canids from native wild wolves in the northern Rockies

include a combination of genetic analyses, morphology, and behavior (Boyd et al. 2001 ). At present,

there is no genetic or other evidence that captive wolves, wolf-dog hybrids, domestic dogs, and coyotes

interbred with native Rocky Mountain wolves in the wild (Boyd et al. 2001 ). Wolves and coyotes can be

easily differentiated genetically. However, cuirent genetic tests cannot distinguish between wild wolves,

domestic dogs, and wolf-dog hybrids. Because domestic dogs evolved from wild wolves, they have

similar genetic characteristics. It is unlikely, however, that a released captive or wolf-dog hybrid would

survive long enough to reproduce with wild wolves (Bangs et al.l998). The concern about genetic

pollution in the northern Rockies population is overstated.

There are behavioral differences between wild wolves, wolf-dog hybrids, and captive wolves. These

differences provide important clues to managers in situations where the origin of the animal is not known.

Released captives and hybrids will typically associate with humans and loiter near human settlements for

periods of time that are much longer than expected compared to a wild wolf traveling through an area.

They may even be more likely to depredate domestic animals than wild wolves (Bangs et al. 1998). In

the tri-state area, wolf-dog hybrids have been found in the wild sporadically since at least 1986 (Bangs et

al. 1998). Two cases in 1997 were south of YNP. In each case the animal loitered on private property,

scavenged, and one killed domestic sheep. Both animals were euthanized. Two cases that were reported

in northwestern Montana in 2002 had similar case histories (Meier pers. comm.).

Across the U.S., wolf-dog hybrids have been responsible for human attacks, maulings, dismemberments,

and deaths. Many incidents involved children. The animal's large size, lack of fear, and unpredictable

behavior make it especially problematic. As of 1997, the Food and Drug Administration had not

approved rabies or other vaccines for use with captive wolves or hybrids. Despite lack of approved

vaccines, many captive wolf or hybrid owners use the standard dog rabies vaccine. Nonetheless, there is

still concern for public safety.

It is legal to possess captive wolves and wolf-dog hybrids in Montana. Citizens may keep them as

personal, private pets without a permit. Citizens wishing to publicly display captives or wolf-dog hybrids
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or to attract trade must have a permit from FWP. Montana statutes (87-1-231) and administrative rules

require the permanent tattooing of any wolf held in captivity, where "wolf means a member of the

species Canis lupus, including any canine hybrid, which is > 50% wolf Owners are also responsible for

compensation and damages to personal property caused by any wolf that is held in captivity or that

escapes from captivity.

Cultural, Archaeological, and Historical Resources

Evidence of about 12,000 years of human occupation of the Montana landscape is divided into prehistoric

archaeological sites (such as stone circles, lithic scatters, or bison kill sites) and historical sites (such as

homesteads or railroad depots). Although documentation suggests preferred areas of use and occupation,

no environmental/topographic zone can be ignored as having potential for containing cultural resources.

The value of cultural resources lies in its potential to provide infonnation about societies past. The gray

wolf attained a cultural significance to many Native American tribes. The wolf recovery areas contain

lands that the tribes used traditionally and continue to do so today.

FWP's Parks Division is responsible for preserving and managing important historical and cultural

resources that are incorporated within the state parks system. Examples are Ulm Pishkun, Bannock, Chief

Plenty Coups, and Traveller's Rest.

Physical Environment

Air

Air provides for the exchange of gases basic to life, whether plant or animal.

Soil

Soil is a basic natural resource essential for plant growth and animal survival. Rich, healthy soil supplies

nutrients for vegetation upon which wildlife depend for food and cover. Montana has a diverse landscape

of soils, varying with geological parent material, climate, vegetation, rates of weathering, and human

manipulation such as logging, mining, and agriculture. Human manipulation affects soils through

compaction, erosion, and changes in chemical composition including accumulation of toxic chemicals.

Aquatics / Water Quality / Fisheries

Montana is dissected by 178,896 miles of streams and contains more than 10,000 lakes, reservoirs, and

ponds for a total of 979,433 acres of water surface. Groundwater is important for agriculture, commercial

industries, municipal and rural residential purposes. Surface water is valuable for wildlife and recreation.

Wetlands are areas where water saturation is the dominant factor influencing soil, plants, and animal

communities (Cowardin et al. 1979). Wetlands are important riparian ecosystems in the regulation and

maintenance of rivers, lakes and groundwater systems. They also maintain water quality and improve

degraded water by assimilating nutrients, reducing sediment load, and processing some chemical and

organic waste. Wetlands and riparian areas are the most biologically productive ecosystems, and are

particularly critical to maintain a diversity of wildlife. Waterfowl, wading birds, and shore birds use

wetlands for feeding, nesting, migration, and wintering.

Over 1 1 ,000 individual waters support 90 species of fish. Of these, 56 are native to Montana, two others

are possible natives, and the rest were introduced. Thirty-one species are classified as game fish under

Montana statutes. Eighteen species are listed as "species of special concern", two are listed as federally

endangered, and one is federally threatened. Several other species are candidate species for listing under

ESA. Fishing is a popular pastime. About 34% of all residents purchase fishing licenses annually.
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CHAPTERS: ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes five alternatives and outlines how each alternative addresses issues identified by

the public. FWP's preferred alternative is also described. A summary is included at the end of the

chapter (Table 30).

Introduction

FWP initiated this EIS to involve all Montanans in the wolf planning process and to ensure full

compliance with MEPA. Because of the significant number of comments taken during the scoping

period, FWP consulted with the Wolf Management Advisory Council prior to finalizing the alternatives

presented in this EIS. In January 2003, FWP and the council discussed and examined new information

and a summary of public comments. The council discussed several new issues that arose during the

scoping process, revisited some issues it had previously discussed, and formally endorsed several updates

to their original planning document. The updates are incorporated into this document.

Ultimately, FWP crafted a total of five alternatives. One alternative suggests that FWP would not

develop and adopt a state wolf management program. Three alternatives, presenting a spectrum of

approaches, suggest that FWP should adopt a management program. One of these three is the work of the

council. The fifth alternative presents a "contingency," or interim plan that FWP would consider

implementing if delisting were delayed. Table 21 summarizes the main scoping issues and indicates

which issues were significant enough to drive creation of the alternatives and which issues were treated

differently in each alternative.

Table 21 . Issues identified by the public (in the order of their frequency), whether or not the issue drove

creation of a separate alternative, and whether the issue is treated differently in each alternative.

Scoping Issues
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Alternatives Selected for Analysis

In general terms, most public scoping comments fell along a continuum from highly protectionist

philosophies to highly exploitive philosophies. More specifically, input ranged from the need to prevent

all wolf mortalities (no matter what the circumstances) to the need to kill or remove all wolves from

Montana. This philosophical spectrum represents peoples' values, opinions, and beliefs. These represent

the social factors that need to be considered. Four alternatives were crafted to represent that philosophical

continuum within the sideboards of the federal requirement for a secure population. The fifth alternative

falls within the continuum, but describes a potential interim state program under a different legal context

than the other alternatives—namely state management while the gray wolf is in the process of being

delisted.

The issues establish the framework for the development of the alternatives and guide their development.

The alternatives could be thought of as the different ways of accomplishing the proposed action and they

encompass a range of possibilities so that there are clear differences between the alternatives. FWP
selected one of the alternatives as its preferred approach, but FWP is not legally required to make that

alternative its final decision. In fact, FWP could select any of the alternatives or even combine elements

of several alternatives into a new alternative based on the public comment it receives on this draft and the

results of the environmental review. The public is welcome to comment on specific elements within an

alternative. As described previously, the ROD and the final EIS will describe FWP's decision and the

wolf conservation and management program in detail.

The main issues selected for further analysis and which underlie the specific details of the alternatives are:

wolf conservation and management, social factors, administration, prey populations, livestock, and

compensation. These issues will remain the primary focus for the analysis of environmental

consequences (Chapter 4). Because a continuum was also evident for the other issues listed in Table 21,

many are also treated differently in each of the alternatives. The five alternatives listed below are

described in greater detail in this chapter and summarized in a table at the end of the chapter (Table 30).

1

.

No Action . FWP does not develop and adopt a wolf conservation and management program.

2. Updated Council . FWP would adopt the Montana's Wolf Management Advisory Council's

Planning Document as written and updated by the council in January 2003. Montana's wolf

conservation and management program would consist of the original planning document and the

updates outlined in this EIS. This is FWP's preferred alternative.

3. Additional Wolf. FWP would adopt the council's updated Planning Document as the

conservation and management program, but the number of breeding pairs would be increased.

This alternative was developed in response to public comments expressing general support for

FWP to manage the gray wolf, but to do so conservatively and with greater numbers of wolves on

the landscape.

4. Minimum Wolf . FWP would develop and adopt a wolf conservation and management program

that meets the minimum standards and requirements for a secure, viable wolf population, but

requires aggressive management to maintain wolf population numbers at the lowest level

acceptable to USFWS and restricts wolf distribution to primarily public lands in western

Montana.

5. Contingency . FWP would .seek to implement most provisions of Alternative 2 through an

agreement with USFWS while the gray wolf was still listed under ESA, in the event that actual
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delisting is postponed because of delays in state planning efforts or because prolonged litigation

blocked transfer of full authority to Montana. This alternative represents an interim step. FWP
would be working to accomplish delisting with USFWS, but FWP would begin managing the

Montana gray wolf population while the delisting process is completed. Once delisted, FWP
would implement the remaining elements of Alternative 2 (Updated Council) that had previously

been prohibited by federal regulations.

Alternatives Identified during Scoping, but not Considered Further

No gray wolf recovery program in the northern Rockies or individual wolves present in Montana.

This alternative was not considered because it is outside the sideboards established by the Northern

Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan, which calls for a viable, secure wolf population in the states of

Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. The question of whether or not wolves will be present in Montana has

been addressed through various legal challenges to the federal recovery program. All litigation has been

resolved and wolves will remain. Although there have been previous reports of gray wolves in Montana,

wolves began dispersing into northwestern Montana from Canada in the early 1980s and were

reintroduced to YNP and central Idaho in the mid 1990s. Removing all wolves from Montana is neither

feasible nor legal. Relevant alternatives for this EIS must address the question of how gray wolves in

Montana will be managed in the future.

2. Delist the gray wolffrom ESA, but USFWS retains management responsibility.

The U.S. Congress charges USFWS with the recovery of listed species, and ESA directs USFWS to delist

species once recovery criteria are met. There is no legal mechanism or precedent for USFWS to manage

a delisted species. Indeed, the opposite is true. The respective state fish and wildlife agencies are the

traditional and appropriate entity to manage non-imperiled species-as resident, native wildlife according

to state laws and regulations. For USFWS to continue managing the gray wolf in Montana, the species

would need to remain listed under ESA, even after recovery criteria are met. This would conflict with

USFWS 's authority and the legal requirements of ESA to delist species once recovery goals are met.

3. Changes in how USFWS implements the recovery program in Montana. A related alternative could

involve changes to ESA.

The states, through their respective fish and wildlife agencies, are encouraged to conserve and manage

species so that federal ESA protections are not warranted. However, once a species is listed under ESA,

the U.S. Congress invests almost sole authority to oversee recovery efforts with USFWS and their

cooperating partners due to the national value associated with recovering rare and imperiled species. In

1995, FWP decided that it would not formally participate as a cooperator in shaping and implementing

the recovery program. However, FWP has participated informally through consultation and information

exchange since then. FWP continues to informally consult with USFWS, but does not have any decision-

making authority in the federal program currently. Modification of ESA is a separate issue and well

beyond the scope of the proposed action.

Description of the Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1. No Action

Under this alternative, Montana does not prepare or adopt a state conservation and management plan.

Because the state would not develop a plan, USFWS would not propose to delist the gray wolf.
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Therefore, wolves in Montana would continue to be managed by USFWS. This alternative represents the

existing situation.

Implementation of this Alterative

Implementation of this alternative would involve FWP completing this EIS process and signing a Record

of Decision indicating that it will not take any further action.

How Does this Alternative Address the Major Issues?

WolfManagement, Numbers and Distribution . USFWS and its cooperating partners carry out all

management, monitoring, public outreach, and technical assistance to landowners. Wolves occurring

within the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area are currently managed as "endangered" while wolves

occurring elsewhere in Montana are managed as "experimental, non-essential" according to the final rules

adopted for the reintroduction effort (USFWS 1994a).

USFWS decision-making is guided by ESA, the Northern Rockies Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1987)

and its amendments, the Northwestern Montana and Central Idaho Interim Wolf Control Flan (USFWS
1999), the Final EIS on Reintroductions of Gray Wolves to YNP and Central Idaho, and the experimental

rules (USFWS 1994a). The USFWS could adopt or amend management policies or regulations at any

time in the future, so long as the changes were consistent with ESA requirements to recover the species

and the proper procedural steps are followed. In 2000, USFWS proposed to reclassify wolves in

northwestern Montana from "endangered" to "threatened" and to implement new rules that increase

management flexibility for the agencies and landowners (USFWS 2000). USFWS has not announced a

final decision on that proposal.

Wolf management on behalf of other interests is somewhat limited under the existing federal recovery

program. The primary focus of the federal program is on recovery of the species—increase wolf numbers

and distribution so that protection under ESA is not longer warranted. USFWS may or may not be able to

address certain issues, depending on the legality or consistency with existing federal regulations. The

federal program emphasizes conflict resolution for livestock and human safety concerns rather than

proactive management of wolf abundance or distribution per se. USFWS has limited management

flexibility under ESA.

Social Factors. This alternative represents the most conservative because federal law and regulations,

most notably ESA, guide the program not state laws. This alternative was created to most closely reflect

public comments that expressed protectionist philosophies, a distrust of state wildlife agencies, and that

supported permanent protection of the gray wolf under ESA. Ironically, this alternative also reflects some

public comments that did not support the State of Montana developing a program because wolf

management would then stay with USFWS, the agency "responsible for creating a problem for Montana
residents."

Administration, Delisting. USFWS would not propose to delist the gray wolf in the northern Rockies in

the absence of conservation and management plans from Montana, Idaho and Wyoming. Therefore, the

species remains listed and managed by USFWS and the cooperating partners in all aspects. The State of

Montana would not be involved in day to day management activities.

Under the Montana Endangered Species Protection Act, the gray wolf would still remain listed as

"endangered" throughout Montana because SB 163 would not take effect. FWP will .still have some

obligations under the state law to assist the federal recovery effort under Montana's Section 6 agreement
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to conserve threatened and endangered species. The State of Montana will still informally consult with

USFWS, but the state would not participate in decision-making.

Prey Populations. USFWS would not carry out any particular management on behalf of prey

populations, but the agency acknowledges that wolf predation can influence prey population abundance or

distribution, particularly in conjunction with other environmental factors or concurrent with human

hunting. FWP would continue managing ungulates subject to existing plans and policies. In 2000,

USFWS proposed new regulations to allow a state or tribe to capture and translocate wolves to other areas

because of adverse impacts to wild ungulate populations after preparation of a state wolf management

plan. State plans must define impacts, describe how they will be measured, and identify possible

mitigation measures. Before any management activities occur, USFWS has to approve the plan and

conclude that such translocations would not slow wolf population growth. Presently, a Montana wolf

management plan has not been adopted or submitted to USFWS for approval. Under this alternative,

none would be prepared in the foreseeable future, so capture and translocation of wolves to other areas

because of impacts to ungulate populations could not occur.

Funding. USFWS wolf recovery program in the northern Rockies is funded through the U.S.

Congressional budgeting and appropriations process. FWP occasionally consults informally with

USFWS as needed. The current FWP budget will cover the administrative costs of ongoing informal

coordination (up to $5,000).

Livestock / Compensation. USFWS and WS respond to and resolve wolf-livestock complaints according

to existing federal regulations. Pending rule changes could provide more flexibility for federal officials to

resolve conflicts in northwestern Montana (Bangs pers comm.). Federal officials attempt to resolve

conflicts as quickly and efficiently as possible by focusing on the offending individual/s. Management

tools include technical assistance to reduce the conflict potential, telemetry-based monitoring, non-lethal

hazing devices (or munitions by permit), relocation, and lethal control.

For as long as the gray wolf is listed, livestock producers are also constrained by federal regulations, so

they need to be cautious because different rules apply in the three federal recovery areas overlapping

Montana's state borders (Figure 1). In the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area, wolves are presently

classified as "endangered" which prevents landowners from legally hazing, injuring, or killing wolves

caught wounding or killing their livestock whether or not the incident takes place on public or private

land. The only recourse is to report the incident to USFWS or WS as soon as possible. Elsewhere in

Montana, landowners are able to harass wolves in an opportunistic, non-injurious manner on leases or

private property, but producers must report it to USFWS within seven days. Also, a landowner could

lawfully injure or kill a wolf caught injuring or killing livestock on private property, but the incident must

be reported within 24 hours. In some circumstances, USFWS issues special permits to individual

landowners or their agents to kill a wolf, in lieu of a USFWS or WS control action when agency control

actions have been ineffective. These permits have strict provisions and conditions under which they

could be issued to and exercised by a landowner. Until adoption of new rules, the differences in options

available to Montana livestock producers remain in effect.

Defenders of Wildlife recognized that a compensation program could help shift the economic liability of

wolf restoration away from livestock producers who may be directly affected by wolf-caused losses.

Established in 1987, the fund is administered and financed independently from USFWS or WS activities.

Upon receiving the report of a WS field investigation, a Defenders of Wildlife representative negotiates

directly with the livestock owner to determine compensation. Through the Bailey Wildlife Foundation

Proactive Carnivore Conservation Fund, Defenders of Wildlife also cost-shares proactive, preventative

management activities, such as installing electric fencing, building a night pen, or increasing the number

of guarding animals. The compensation program is intended to assist in the recovery efforts of listed
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species. Defenders of Wildlife will presumably continue providing compensation payments and cost-

sharing preventative management tools so long as the gray wolf remains listed. However, these efforts

are voluntary and sustained by private donations.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. The gray wolf is a habitat generalist and can

survive where there is adequate prey and legal protection from indiscriminant killing by humans. The

federal program emphasizes public lands where the potential for conflict is lower, but USFWS
acknowledges that wolves can and do use private lands. Connectivity of wolf packs is assured by the

legal protections of ESA, a relatively high reproductive rate, and dispersal between and among the three

recovery areas. Designating critical habitat or specific corridors was not necessary for wolf recovery in

the northern Rockies. Outside national parks, there are few travel restrictions or area closures on public

lands specifically for wolves. YNP and GNP both enacted temporary area closures around den sites

vulnerable to excessive disturbance by humans.

Economics I Livelihoods. USFWS recovery program has avoided disrupting land management activities

such as logging that may be harmful to local economies and people's livelihoods. USFWS has also tried

to address wolf-livestock conflicts rapidly and efficiently in recognition of the disproportionate effect

wolves may have on some operators. Changes in big game hunting activity and resultant economic

effects on outfitters are primarily a state issue because FWP manages ungulate populations and a state

board oversees the outfitting industry. USFWS recognizes that wolf recovery in the northern Rockies

benefits other economic sectors and commercial activity because of the increased tourism and visitation

associated with wolf viewing.

Information /Public Outreach. USFWS and theii" cooperating partners prepare an annual report for the

Northern Rockies Recovery Program. Weekly updates are widely distributed electronically and posted on

the USFWS web site throughout the year. Technical assistance is provided to landowners and others.

Presentations are made to civic groups and in educational settings. In addition, private entities and non-

profit organizations help fulfill public educational needs.

Human Safety. A person can legally injure or kill a wolf in response to an immediate threat to human

life. The action must be reported to USFWS within 24 hours. Currently, citizens cannot injure or kill a

wolf to defend a pet in Montana, but that could change depending on whether USFWS adopts a proposed

revision to the rules (USFWS 2000).

Monitoring. The goal of the federal monitoring program is to measure progress towards recovery, such

as documenting breeding pairs and counting pups, confirming pack persistence or new pack formation,

delineating pack territories, etc. Radio telemetry is an important, but expensive monitoring tool. Other

information is gathered from public reports of tracks, sightings, or sign. WS field activities also yield

important information and contribute to the monitoring program. How intensively USFWS would

continue to monitor a recovered, but still listed wolf population in the Northern Rockies is unclear. Any
effort beyond documenting that the minimum recovery goal is met could be subject to USFWS budget

priorities.

Other Wildlife. Wolves are an important link in the food chain and probably are important for ecosystem

functioning. No special management provisions exist for other wildlife species per se. Prior to

implementing any recovery program, USFWS completes an internal review to assess the impacts of

recovery on any other ESA-listed species. FWP could address any special needs of non-listed species if it

becomes necessary.

Private Property. Although the federal program concentrated recovery efforts on public lands, the gray

wolf is a wide-ranging carnivore capable of long distance movements. USFWS acknowledges that
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wolves will use private property. In addition, USFWS acknowledges thai wolves can injure or kill

livestock, a type of private property damage. Aspects of the program address that damage (see Livestock/

Compensation issue above). Private property uses are not restricted.

Hybrids. Gray wolf-dog hybrids or captive wolves do not contribute to the federal recovery program in

the northern Rockies and are not protected by ESA. In response to reports of large canids near people,

USFWS establishes whether or not the animal is a wild wolf. If it is not a wild wolf, USFWS defers to

local or state authorities to resolve the problem. State law assigns regulatory oversight of hybrid or

captive wolf ownership to FWP. Federal and state laws prohibit removing wolf pups from the wild.

Wildlife Management Areas. There are no special provisions in the federal program governing wolf

occupancy or use of FWP WMAs. WS would investigate wolf-livestock conflicts on WMAs similar to

investigations elsewhere.

Alternative 2. Updated Council - FWP's Preferred Alternative

Under this alternative, FWP adopts and implements the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council's

Wolf Conservation and Management Planning Document and the updates to the document described in

this EIS. This document suggests that FWP recognize and accept the challenges, responsibilities, and

benefits of a restored wolf population. It also acknowledges that wolf management will not be easy, but

that wolf restoration is fundamentally consistent with Montana's history of wildlife restoration and

conservation. The planning document also describes a spectrum of management activities that maintain

viable populations of wolves and their prey, resolve wolf-livestock conflicts, and assure human safety.

The management philosophies and tools are intended to assure the long-term persistence of wolves in

Montana by carefully balancing the complex biological, social, economic, and political aspects of wolf

management. The Planning Document is presented in its entirety as Appendix 1. How the planning

document and subsequent council updates address each of the scoping issues are summaiized below.

Upon federal delisting, provisions of SB 163 take effect and wolves would automatically be reclassified

under state law from "endangered" to a "species in need of management." This statutory classification

confers full legal protection under state law.

Implementation of this Alternative

Implementation of this alternative is contingent on securing adequate funding for each of the program

elements. Implementation also requires FWP to develop and adopt final administrative rules and

regulations under the "species in need of management" designation. This alternative represents FWP's

proposed management direction, rules, and regulations. The FWP Commission may then approve and

adopt the administrative rules and regulations, including any special language pertaining to wolf

management or how FWP would interpret relevant state laws. This alternative would form the basis of

those administrative niles and regulations. Future FWP Commission action could reclassify the gray wolf

as a big game animal or a furbearer when it becomes appropriate to do so. The FWP Commission would

concurrently establish regulations pertaining to management and regulated harvest under the new species

designation. The Montana Legislature would establish a wolf license for regulated public harvest, the

license fee, penalties for illegal take, and the restitution value. MOUs must also be finalized with MDOL
and WS. FWP may seek to develop MOU's or cooperative agreements with Indian tribes to coordinate

management and clarify roles and responsibilities.
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How Does this Alternative Address the Major Issues?

WolfManagement, Numbers and Distribution. FWP recognizes the gray wolf as a native species and

will integrate wolves as a valuable part of Montana's wildlife heritage. Wolves will be integrated and

sustained in suitable habitats within complex management settings. The wolf program will be based on

principles of adaptive management (Table 22). Management strategies and conOict resolution tools will

be more conservative as the number of breeding pairs decreases, approaching the legal minimum. In

contrast, management strategies become more liberal as the number of breeding pairs increases.

Ultimately, the status of the wolf population itself identifies the appropriate management strategies. A
minimum of 15 breeding pairs, according to the federal recovery definition (an adult male and an adult

female with at least two pups on December 31) will be used as a signal to transition to more liberal or

conservative management tools, whichever the case may be. This adaptive management trigger is not

intended to be a minimum or maximum number of wolves "allowed" in Montana. FWP does not

administratively declare an upper limit or maximum number of individuals of any wildlife species in the

state in the sense of a "cap." Instead, FWP identifies population objectives that are based on landowner

tolerance, habitat conditions, social factors, and biological considerations. Wildlife populations are then

managed according to the objectives and cuirent population status, using an array management tools. An

adaptive approach will help FWP implement its wolf program over the range of social acceptance values.

Sensitivity towards the challenges of wolf presence and prompt resolution of conflict where and when it

develops is an important condition of not administratively capping wolf numbers or defining distribution.

Table 22. The spectrum of management activities to manage and conserve wolves in Montana. The

adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the

number of breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition) changes from 10-15 to

greater than 15. The model also calls for different strategies, depending on landownership

patterns (Public Lands and Mixed Land Ownerships), social factors, land use patterns,

biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management

strategies may apply across all numbers of breeding pairs or management settings, as indicated

by the arrows.
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Table 22. Continued.

10-15 Breeding Pairs* Greater than 15 Breeding Pairs *

Public Lands

(hackcountry areas &
near National Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersed public

and private lands;

interspersed

agriculture)

Public Lands

(hackcountry areas &
near National Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersed public

and private lands;

interspersed

agriculture)

Montana

Fish

WildHfe &

Parks

Wolf

Conservation

and

Management

Strategies

Research to improve

ecological

understanding of

wolf-ungulate

interactions

Research to evaluate

specific management

actions

Law enforcement,

high priority

Public outreach to

infomi and address

specific needs

Interagency, tri-state,

tribal coordination

Summarize annual

mortality; track

breeding pairs

numbers using

USFWS definition

Ensure human safety;

discourage wolf

habituation

No regulated hunting

and trapping

No regulated

hunting and

trapping; hcensed

sportsperson may
be used to resolve

conflict with

livestock in lieu of

government

response

Law enforcement

standard activity

Summarize annual

mortality; track pack

numbers using

combination USFWS
definition and other

techniques

Discourage wolf

habituation; more

proactive removal of

potential problem

wolves

Regulated hunting

and trapping with

FWP Commission

oversight;

conservative harvest

on quota or pemiit

system with

mandatory reporting

Regulated hunting

and trapping with

FWP Commission

oversight; harvest on

quota or permit

system with

mandatory reporting;

harvest quota more

liberal as number of

breeding pairs

increase
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Table 22. Continued.
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management program should match the management strategies to the environments or setting in which

each wolf pack occurs, recognizing that wolves interact with and respond to the environment in which

they live. loo. Potential management actions will be evaluated in light of prevailing conditions or

extenuating circumstances. Wolf populations will fluctuate as a result of management actions, natural

mortality, legal harvest, illegal killing, wolf productivity, and ungulate population fluctuations. If there

are fewer than 15 breeding pairs in Montana, management tools are primarily non-lethal, particularly in

backcountiy settings and for public lands near national parks. Examples of non-lethal techniques include

monitoring wolf locations using radio lelemeti-y, changes in livestock husbandry practices, harassment,

relocation, or attempts to modify wolf behavior. A minimum of 15 breeding pairs is required to use more

liberal management tools, including lethal methods to resolve wolf-livestock, wolf-human conflicts, or

concern over a localized prey population in light of the combined effects of predation and environmental

factors.

When the wolf population no longer fits the definition of a species "in need of management" or when

wolf numbers have increased and population regulation is needed, the FWP Commission may reclassify

the wolf as a big game animal or a furbearer. The Montana Legislature would establish the license, fees,

and penalties for illegal activities. The FWP Commission could then establish season structure and

regulations to implement a public harvest program for wolves as it does for other hunting, trapping or

fishing seasons. Initiating a public harvest program is a separate administrative process from this EIS.

The FWP Commission follows a process that requires public notification of the proposal, public

meetings, and a comment period of at least 30 days. The FWP Commission would initiate this process at

a later date when a harvest program becomes biologically sustainable. The Montana Legislature would

establish license fees and penalties.

Regulated public harvest of wolves by hunting and trapping during designated seasons will help FWP
manage wolf numbers, fine tune distribution, and would take place within a comprehensive management

program. Through public input and FWP Commission oversight, harvest regulations would describe legal

means of take, and reporting and tagging requirements. Total harvest would be strictly controlled through

a permit or quota system, with season closures as soon as harvest objectives are reached. As wolf

numbers increase and distribution expands, harvest opportunity would increase. Specific harvest

objectives will depend on other losses to the wolf population, such as control actions for livestock

depredation or loss of a pack because of intraspecific strife. On a finer scale, wolves could be managed

more conservatively on remote public lands or managed more liberally in areas with high livestock

densities, depending on harvest objectives, district boundaries, and pack distribution. Regulated harvest

and enforcement on Indian reservations would fall under the jurisdiction of the respective tribal

governments and be coordinated with FWP management objectives. Hunting or trapping is not permitted

in YNP or GNP. FWP's harvest management would proceed adaptively, but all hunting and trapping is

precluded if there are fewer than 15 breeding pairs in Montana. The FWP Enforcement Division would

enforce all laws, rules, and regulations just as it does for other legally cla.ssified wildlife species.

Regulated wolf harvest would take place within the larger context of multi-species management

programs, would be biologically sustainable, and would not compromise the investments made to recover

the gray wolf. Within the context of a comprehensive program, regulated harvest should advance overall

conservation goals by building social tolerance, interest in. and value lor the species among those who

would otherwise view wolf recovery as detrimental to their ungulate hunting experiences.

During the first five years after delisting, FWP will document that the Montana wolf population is secure

and continues to meet the recovery criteria established by USFW,S. FWP will informally consult with

USFWS and cooperating partners on a regular basis, including a periodic formal review by USFWS.

USFWS will point out any deficiencies or areas of concern and recommend corrective actions to FWP.

FWP would take the necessary corrective measures to avoid a relisting o\' the gray woll under ESA. FWP
will undertake its own thorough, formal review after the first five yeais. Cooperating state and federal
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agencies and tribal authorities may also participate. The wolf management program will be subsequently

reviewed at least every five years. A more frequent review is provided for within the adaptive

management model. By definition, the model incorporates monitoring and evaluation as an ongoing

effort within the management program. Management is thus refined and improved through time as

information and experience accumulate.

Managing wildlife populations that range across jurisdictional boundaries is always challenging, but

especially when different management goals are identified on either side of the boundary. These differing

goals and objectives may, in fact, be contradictory. Furthermore, adjoining management authorities are

often bound by different sets of laws and policies. Under this alternative, FWP would coordinate with

other agencies and responsible parties to resolve any concerns about how cross boundary packs would be

managed or how conflicts would be resolved to make sure that park, provincial, tribal, as well as

individual state, and tri-state goals are met. Overall conservation and management of boundary packs

would proceed concurrently under each authority's plan or policies. Interagency and tribal coordination

already takes place for other wildlife species through annual interagency meetings, working agreements,

and informal contacts at the field level.

As part of the tri-state coordination effort, Montana may seek an agreement or MOU with Idaho and

Wyoming to clarify which state counts which wolf packs within the context of their state's management

program so that all wolf packs count toward the tri-state recovery requirement and individual packs are

not missed or counted twice. Furthermore, this alternative clarifies Montana's intent that boundary packs

should always count toward the 30-breeding pair tri slate total for recovery and delisting purposes and

that management authority and responsibility are actually shared between Montana and its neighbor,

whether state, federal, provincial, or tribal. For the purposes of the Montana's adaptive management

program and contribution to the tri-state total, FWP will tally breeding pairs that den within Montana's

state boundaries toward the number of breeding pairs which ultimately determines whether liberal or

conservative management tools are to be selected. If the actual den site is unknown, Montana and the

adjacent state could seek an agreement on how the pack would be counted, using professional judgment

or the assignment given by USFWS at the time of delisting.

Under this alternative, FWP would seek state legislation to make the unlawful taking of a gray wolf a

misdemeanor under MCA 87-1-102. This statute makes it a misdemeanor to purposely, knowingly, or

negligently violate state laws pertaining to taking, killing, possessing, or transporting certain species of

wildlife. Including the gray wolf under this statute would be consistent with the inclusion of other legally

classified wildlife species, such as deer, elk, moose, mountain lion, or black bear. Specific penalties (e.g.

fines) under MCA 87-1-102 (2) would be determined at that time. FWP would also seek legislation to

include the gray wolf under the restitution sections of MCA 87- 1 - 1 1 1 that require a person convicted of

illegally taking, killing, pos.sessing certain wildlife .species to reimburse the state for each animal or fish.

Adoption of penalties and fines under Montana law in addition to FWP Commission rules is consistent

with the council's recommendation that law enforcement be a high priority, that illegal activity be

discouraged, and that penalties be similar to black bears and mountain lions. The Montana Legislature

would address these in a future session.

FWP may reexamine the current 72-hour reporting requirement (MCA 87-.3-1.30) when a wolf is killed or

injured in defense of life or propeily. With modern communications, it may be reasonable to reduce thai

lime in order to better facilitate examination and preservation of evidence and expedite resolution. The

72-hour reporting requircmenl outlined in MCA 87-3-1.^0 applies to any legally protected wildlife species

(e.g. deer, black bear, mountain lion) when a wild animal is killed in defense of life or prt)perty.

Social Factors. This alternative, initially based on the comments and recommendations of the Montana

Wolf Management Advisory Council, and its Interagency Technical Committee, was updated to retlect
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the significant amount of public comment received during scoping. Tiiis alternative builds upon the

council's original planning effort and mirrors public comments calling on FWP to seek common ground

between wolf advocates and those most directly affected by wolf presence. In addition, this alternative is

based on calls for a balanced wolf management program that is consistent with modem scientific wildlife

management practices and how FWP manages other large carnivores.

Administration, Delisting. Upon approval of plans from Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, USFWS would

propose to delist the gray wolf from ESA. When that administrative process is complete, management

authority is transferred to the respective states in which wolves reside.

Stale laws and administrative rules become the regulatory and legal mechanisms guiding management.

FWP and the FWP Commission will establish the regulatory framework to manage the species. FWP is

responsible for implementing monitoring, research, law enforcement, public outreach, and other

functions. The FWP Commission oversees FWP policy. A MOU will be signed by FWP, MDOL, and

WS to address wolf-livestock conflicts. The Montana Legislature maintains its budget oversight

authority. Ongoing interagency, tribal, and interstate coordination activities are important cornerstones of

program administration.

FWP anticipates that the public will readily identify real or perceived problems or shortcomings of the

program. The challenge for FWP will be to discern between earnest differences of opinion in preferred

management direction and substantive shortcomings of the program. Difficult decisions will have to be

made and will sometimes be called into question by various interests. However, the ensuing public

dialogue will also help evaluate the program and lead to improvements. The Montana Wolf Management

Advisory Council recommended that the State of Montana continue to engage a diverse advisory citizen's

group to collaborate on wolf management.

Prey Populations. FWP would seek to maintain the public's opportunity to hunt a wide variety of species

under a variety of circumstances in a sustainable, responsible manner. Wolf presence within the yearlong

range of a specific ungulate herd adds a new factor that FWP biologists must consider among all

environmental and human-related factors. FWP would integrate management of predators and prey in an

ecological, proactive fashion to prevent wide fluctuations in both predator and prey populations (Table

23). To that end, FWP may increase or decrease hunter opportunity for either predators or prey species,

depending on the circumstances. If reliable data indicate that a local prey population is significantly

impacted by wolf predation in conjunction with other environmental factors, FWP would consider

reducing wolf pack size. Wolf management actions would be paired with other corrective management

actions to reduce ungulate mortality or enhance recruitment. Concurrent management efforts for wolves

and ungulates would continue until the prey population rebounded, recognizing that by the time prey

populations begin to respond they may be influenced by a new set of environmental factors.

FWP regularly surveys ungulate populations across a spectrum of their habitats. Information gathered

from live populations is also supplemented by harvest information gathered at hunter check stations or

through the telephone harvest survey. FWP will intensify ungulate monitoring efforts and consider

habitat enhancement projects where wolf packs are established. Research will also improve ecological

understanding of wolf-ungulate interactions and evaluate specific management actions for ungulates

and/or wolves.

FWP further clarifies under this alternative that prey species are managed according to the policy and

direction established by the programmatic review of the wildlife program (FWP 1999) and by species

plans. Even though plans are written for individual species, the underlying foundation of those plans is

based on an ecosystem perspective. The.se plans typically describe a management philosophy that

protects the long term sustainability of the resource and aims to keep the population within management
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objectives based on biological and social considerations. As recommended by the council, the gray wolf

will be incorporated into ungulate management and future planning efforts.

Funding. FWP acknowledges that existing financial resources are not adequate. FWP will seek

additional funding from a diversity of sources, including special state or federal appropriations, private

foundations, or other private sources. The states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming are still investigating

the idea of a gri/./.ly bear/gray wolf trusl lund that could be created through a special federal appropriation

to fund the conservation and management of these two species of national significance. FWP will use

state license money and matching federal funds to conserve and manage this native species on equal

standing with other carnivores like mountain lions or black bears. License revenue will be used to

partially fund the program since FWP intends to u.se regulated harvest as a management tool. The FWP
personnel and financial resources necessary to fulfill the responsibilities of wolf conservation and

management, law enforcement, human safety, public outreach, resolution of wolf-livestock conflicts,

compensation, and program administration is an estimated $774,046 annually. The FWP budget reflects

the comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf program. It also reflects an extra

$50,000 to fund increased efforts to reduce the risk of depredation and implement more proactive

management strategies. Compensation program costs would be in addition to this amount.

Compensation for livestock losses would be funded independently and not require the use of state funds.

A detailed budget is presented in Chapter 4. Adequate funding from supplemental sources is required to

implement all elements of this alternative.

Livestock I Compensation. Livestock producers and other landowners provide many benefits to the long-

term conservation of gray wolves, not the least of which is the maintenance of open space and habitats

that support a wide variety of wildlife, including deer and elk. At the same time, livestock producers may
experience financial losses due to wolves. These losses tend to be sheep and young cattle, although

occasionally llamas, guarding dogs or other livestock are lost. Some losses can be documented reliably

but others cannot. Other financial hardships may be caused by livestock becoming stressed, injured, or

trampling newborn young or by changes in husbandry or management practices to reduce risk of

depredation.

FWP and MDOL will work together, along with WS, to address and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts

through a MOU. FWP, in cooperation with MDOL, will contract WS to respond to landowner

complaints, to conduct field investigations, and to carry out control activities for problem wolves. FWP
has the ultimate responsibility for determining the disposition of wolves. See Table 24.

Addressing wolf-livestock conflicts will entail two separate, but parallel elements. One element will be

management activities by WS and FWP to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts and to

resolve the conflicts where and when they occur. Examples are providing technical assistance and taking

actions that reduce the probability that the offending wolf or wolves will be involved in another

depredation incident. This would be funded, administered, and implemented by the cooperating agencies.

The second element addresses the economic losses of individual livestock producers through a

compensation program when livestock are injured or killed by wolves. The two elements, management
and compensation, arc funded, administered, and implemented separately and independently of one

anolher-bul parallel one another, united in the goal of maintaining a viable wolf population and

addressing economic losses.
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Table 23. The spectrum of management activities to maintain viable populations of prey species. The

adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number

of breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition) changes from 10-15 to greater

than 15. The model also calls for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns

(Public Lands and Mixed Land Ownerships), social factors, land use patterns, biological

constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management strategies may

apply across all numbers of breeding pairs or management settings, as indicated by the arrows.

10-15 Breeding Pairs* Greater than 15 Breeding Pairs*

Public Lands

(backcountry areas &
near National Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersed public

and private lands;

interspersed

agriculture)

Public Lands

(backcountry areas &
near National Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersed public

and private lands;

interspersed

agriculture)

Montana

Fish,

Wildlife &

Parks

Management

Strategies

for

Prey Species

Adaptive

management

Enhanced ungulate

monitoring where

wolves are present

Research to improve

ecological

understanding of

wolf-ungulate

interactions

Habitat enhancement

projects

Adjust hunter

opportunity to

enhance prey

populations

Integrate ungulate

and carnivore

management

Public outreach to

inform and to

address specific

needs; Emphasize

landowner relations

Habitat enhancement

projects with

cooperating

landowners

Adjust hunter

opportunity to

enhance prey subject

to landowner

tolerance

Enhanced monitoring

in selected areas

Research to evaluate

specific management

actions

Habitat enhancement

projects

Adjust hunter

opportunity to meet

prey population

objectives

Habitat enhancement

projects with

cooperating

landowners

Adjust hunter

opportunity subject to

landowner tolerance

* Montana shares a legal requirement with the states of Idaho and Wyoming to maintain a minimum total of .30

breeding pairs in the region. For the purpo.ses of adaptive management. Montana will apply the federal breeding

pair definition (a male and a female and at least two pups on December 31) since not all packs successfully breed

and have pups every year. Montana would need to maintain 14-18 social groups (defined as four or more wolves

traveling in winter) statewide to reliably maintain a minimum number of 10 breeding pairs with at least two pups on

December 3 1

.
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Livestock producers would report any suspected wolf depredations (injuries or death) or the disruption of

livestock or guarding animals to WS directly. If the investigating WS agent determines that a wolf or

wolves were responsible, management respon.se will be guided by the specific recommendations of the

investigator, the provisions of this plan and by the multi-agency MOU. FWP would direct WS to take an

incremental approach to address wolf depredations, guided by wolf numbers, depredation history, and the

location of the incident. When wolf numbers are low and incidents lake place on remote public lands,

WS would use more conservative management tools. WS could apply progressively more liberal

methods as wolf numbers increase and for incidents on private lands. Conflict history of the pack, time of

year, attributes of the pack (e.g. size or reproductive status), or the physical setting will all be considered

before a management response is selected. Management actions will be directed at individual problem

wolves. Non-selective methods, such as poison, would not be used.

FWP may also approve lethal removal of the offending animal by livestock owners or their agents by

issuing a special kill permit. A special kill permit is required for lethal action against any legally

classified wildlife in Montana, outside the defense of life/property provision or FWP Commission
approved regulations. FWP will not issue special kill permits to livestock producers to remove wolves on

public lands when wolf numbers are low. If Montana had at least 15 breeding pairs, FWP may issue a

special kill permit to livestock producers that would be valid for public and private lands. FWP will be

more liberal in the number of special kill permits granted as wolf numbers increase and for depredations

in mixed land ownership patterns.

In a proactive manner, FWP, WS, or other organizations will also work cooperatively with livestock

producers with an increased emphasis on proactive efforts to reduce the risk of wolf-livestock conflicts.

Extra effort would be into conflict prevention rather than responding after the fact. Landowners could

contact a management specialist (FWP or WS) for help with assessing risk from wolves and identifying

ways to minimize those risks - while still acknowledging that the risk of livestock depredation by wolves

will never be zero. In addition, FWP could work to develop programs that provide livestock operations

with additional benefits if they implement preventive approaches and maintain opportunities for wildlife,

including gray wolves, on private lands and associated public grazing allotments. It may also involve

state and federal land management agencies.

FWP would work with the livestock industry to identify sources of funding to accomplish preventative

initiatives. Some funding could come from monies FWP already provides to WS for animal damage
management in cooperation with MDOL. Some of those funds could be used to support the development

and implementation of preventative programs and technical field assistance to landowners in identifying

risks and preventative measures prior to any depredations. Private conservation groups are also working

towards those ends. Defenders of Wildlife, through its Proactive Carnivore Conservation Fund, has

already cost-shared preventative efforts like electric fencing or extra guarding dogs, as well as providing

volunteer labor in the field. Conflict management would emphasize long-term, non-lethal solutions, but

removing problem animals may still be necessary to resolve some conflicts. Considerations leading up to

removal of wolves include persistent wolf activity, evidence of wounded livestock, the likelihood of

additional losses if no action is taken, evidence of unusual attractants, and/or intentional feeding of

wolves.

Beyond technical assistance from WS, FWP, and other collaborating partners, livestock producers (or

their agents) may non-lethally harass wolves when they are close to livestock on public or private lands.

Private citizens may also non-lethally hara.ss wolves that come close to homes, domestic pets, or people.

Upon delisting, private citizens could kill a wolf if it is threatening human life or domestic dogs.

Livestock producers or their agents could also kill a wolf if it is attacking, killing, or threatening to kill

livestock. This is consistent with Montana statutes that permit private citizens to defend life or property

from imminent danger cau.sed by wildlife.
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The prohibition against indiscriminant killing of a wolf is similar to other legally classified wildlife such

as big game (e.g. deer, black bear, mountain lion) or furbearers (e.g. martin, otter, or beaver). Montana

law would require individuals to report incidents of wolf take to FWP within 72 hours. FWP would

investigate to determine all of the facts or circumstances. Additional management tools (e.g. use of

rubber bullets to haze wolves that frequent livestock concentration areas) and innovative approaches will

arise on a case-by-case basis since each situation is unique.

Table 24. The spectrum of potential management activities to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock

conflicts and the tools to resolve conflicts where and when they develop. The adaptive

management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of

breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition) changes from 10-15 to greater than

15. The model also calls for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns (Public

Lands and Mixed Land Ownerships), social factors, land use patterns, biological constraints, and

the physical attributes of the environment. Some management strategies may apply across all

numbers of breeding pairs or management settings, as indicated by the arrows.
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This alternative clarifies wording from the original Council Planning Document pertaining to defense of

life, property, or domestic dogs that could inadvertently mislead the reader. As a clarification of the

language in this statute (MCA 87-3-130), FWP notes that any citizen may take a wolf protected by state

law if it is attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock, not just livestock producers or

their agents. Furthermore, the only two legally classified wildlife .species that can be injured or killed by a

person defending a domestic dog without a special kill permit is the mountain lion or the gray wolf. A
permit would be required for nuisance black bears or even deer. And, the mountain lion or gray wolf

must be "attacking or killing" a domestic dog before a person could legally take the lion or wolf. The

phrase "threatening to kill" does not apply in the context of defending domestic dogs. Human
intervention in those situations must be non-injurious. Formal definitions of these terms may be adopted

during subsequent administrative rule-making through the FWP Commission.

This altemafive also clarifies the definition of "livestock" to mean cattle, sheep, horses, mules, pigs,

goats, emu, ostrich, poultry, and herding or guarding animals (llama, donkeys, and certain special-use

breeds of dogs commonly used for guarding or herding of livestock) for the purposes of addressing wolf-

livestock conflicts. Dogs used for other purposes such as hunting or as pets are not covered under this

definition. The defense of hunting dogs or dogs as pets is addressed under Hunuin Safety^ This

alternative clarifies the term "non-lethal harassment" to refer to situations in which a wolf is discovered

testing or chasing livestock and the owner attempts to scare or discourage the wolf in a non-injurious

manner and without prior attempts to search out, track, attract or wait for the wolf. A special permit

would be required to actually injure or kill the wolf or if a person purposefully attracted, tracked, or

searched for the wolf.

This alternative would maintain and enhance the benefits of a compensation program. See Table 25. The

State of Montana intends to find or create an entity to administer a compensation program. But

compensation payments would not be made from FWP funds, matching federal funds intended for FWP
programs, or from state revenue sources (e.g. taxes or the general fund). Defenders of Wildlife could be a

partner. The entity or non-governmental organization would be independent of FWP to retain impartiality

and negotiations would take place between the livestock owner and the independent administrator.

Agency decision-making on the disposition of the problem animal is independent of the outcomes of the

compensation negotiations. Upon receipt of a WS investigative report confirming wolf-caused losses.

Defenders of Wildlife or some other independent entity would negotiate directly with the other to

determine compensation. Producers would be compensated for confirmed and probable livestock losses

at fair market value at the time of death and at fall value for young of the year. Livestock eligible for

compensation include cattle, calves, hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goats, and guarding animals.

Domestic pets or hunting dogs would not be covered. Despite the present uncertainty of how a

compensation program would be designed and administered, securing adequate funding for compensation

is of equal priority as securing funding to implement the other state and federal agency management

activities.

Compensation programs are appealing and may in fact contribute to long-term conservation goals. A
group of private non-profit organizations, livestock organizations, the University of Montana, and

multiple state and federal agencies have been working on a comprehensive analysis of compensation

programs. Final results are expected in April 2003. These results, along with future input from the public

or the Wolf Management Advisory Council, could be used to determine more specific details of a

compensation program.
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Table 25. Direction and guidelines for compensation of livestock losses due to wolf depredation in

Montana. State of Montana intends to find or create an entity to administer a compensation

program. The adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies

as the number of breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition) changes from 10-15

to greater than 15. The model al.so calls for different strategies, depending on landownership

patterns (Public Lands and Mi,\ed Land Ownerships), social factors, land use patterns, biological

constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management strategies may

apply across all numbers of breeding pairs or management settings, as indicated by the arrows.
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Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. FWP ungulale programs link habitat and

population management through sustained public hunting to achieve ungulate population objectives. In

this way, FWP takes an important habitat need of wolves into consideration. This, along with the amount

of land held in public ownership and adequate legal protections, provides long-term habitat availability

for wolves. Federal land management agencies are increasingly managing lands from an ecosystem-level

perspective, considering all components and functional relationships. FWP will collaborate with private

landowners as well to address concerns about wild ungulates or other habitat-related issues.

Recent scientific peer review of the USFWS definition of a viable wolf population indicated that human

tolerance, strict regulation of human-caused mortality, long term management strategies, and maintenance

of the genetic connectivity among sub-populations will determine the long term viability of a recovered

population (USFWS 2002). Reviewers emphasized the regulation of human-caused mortality and the

importance of connectivity to long-term population security. These are the standards by which the three

state plans, when taken together, will be evaluated.

In more practical terms, this highlights the importance of assuring that there are frequent natural dispersal

events in which individual wolves move between and among sub-populations in Montana, Idaho, and

Wyoming. Dispersal, then, constitutes the "connection" that allows genetic mixing of sub-populations

and ensures the viability of the entire northern Rockies population. Montana is an important geographic

and physical link "connecting" these sub-populations with Canadian populations. Canadian national and

provincial parks along the continental divide provide important secure habitats for wolves just north of

the international boundary. However, wolf dispersal from the U.S. northward appears to be as important

to the viability of Canadian sub-populations in southern British Columbia and Alberta as dispersal from

there to the U.S. Canadian packs will likely continue to be a source of wolves dispersing into the U.S.

while some U.S. wolves will continue dispersing into Canada. This exchange will be important to both

U.S. and Canadian wolf populations.

By adopting the more specific federal breeding pair definition during the first few years of state-directed

management, Montana will be assuring that adequate numbers of dispersal events occur. As wolf

distribution slowly expands to suitable habitats with a minimal number of conflicts over time, the

Montana population will still be a reliable source of dispersers within the bigger regional population.

Across the wolf recovery area in the northern Rockies, Yellowstone and Glacier national parks function

as core habitats at opposite ends of current wolf distribution. Adequate wolf numbers and di.stribution

between those secure areas, legal protection, public outreach and education, and the network of public

lands in western Montana, central Idaho, and northwestern Wyoming facilitates connectivity and dispersal

between the sub-populations. The monitoring program and ongoing coordination with Idaho and

Wyoming officials will ensure regional connectivity and adequate dispersal.

Specific habitat corridors, travel restrictions, or area closures are not incorporated in this alternative.

They were not necessary to restore the gray wolf in Montana, and they should not be necessary to

con.serve and manage a recovered population. Nevertheless, the gray wolf and other wildlife species will

benefit from linkage mapping efforts now underway for lynx and grizzly bears. FWP has attended

technical meetings for these efforts and is a member of the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee.

Economics / Livelihoods. The council acknowledged that the economic costs and benefits of wolf

restoration in Montana accrue to individuals or economic sectors differently. Some individuals or

economic sectors may benefit while others may be harmed. Thus, this issue is addressed in the Planning

Document by the council's general recommendation to integrate and sustain a wolf population within the

complex biological, social, economic, and political landscape. Furthermore, benefits and ct)sts seem to

affect individuals more significantly, rather than an industry as a whole. Therefore, this disparity is

addressed through the inclusion of certain management tools or strategies such as those described in the
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Livestock/Compensation and Prey sections. FWP, WS, and others would work proactively with

individual livestock producers and other private landowners to address and minimize risk of economic

losses associated with wolf conflicts. The council also acknowledged that some economic sectors benefit

from the increased tourism and visitation associated with wolf-viewing and tourists' perception of

Montana as a wild and .scenic place to visit. The council also affirmed the USFWS assessment that

restrictions on federal land management activities (e.g. logging or grazing) were not necessary for long

term wolf management. No restrictions are suggested by this alternative.

Information / Public Outreach. This alternative acknowledges the importance, value, and need for an

ongoing educational public outreach program that parallels wolf management activities. The objective is

to provide scientifically based, factual information. A collaborative approach will also be necessary, but

FWP will take the lead.

FWP already started its public outreach efforts with the 2002 Montana Hunting Regulations and the 2002-

2003 Trapping Regulations. Tips and information were included to help hunters and trappers correctly

identify a wolf from a coyote. FWP will take a leadership role in formulating and disseminating

educational materials. FWP is aware of existing wolf-related educational materials and non-agency

initiatives that could be incorporated in this important program component. These will be evaluated for

future implementation.

Human Safety. FWP intends to reduce the potential for wolf-human conflicts and minimize the risks of

human injury due to any large-sized canid. While the risk of an aggressive encounter with a wild wolf is

low, FWP believes that the risk goes up in the absence of proper management. FWP will utilize extensive

outreach to inform the public, aggressively discourage habituation of wild wolves, and respond to

conflicts where and when they occur. See Table 26.

If a wolf (or similar large canid) loiters near ranch buildings or loiral residences, FWP will evaluate the

potential risk to human safety, taking into account the setting, behavior of the animal, and the sequence of

events. Across the spectrum of wolf distribution and numbers, FWP will take an incremental approach.

Potential actions include: increasing contacts within the local community and the media, clo.sely

monitoring the situation, radio collaring the animal to track its movements, aversive or disruptive

conditioning, harassment, relocation, or lethal removal. A wolf could move through these areas, but

length of stay and behavior will be important criteria for determining the appropriate management

response. FWP will require some degree of flexibility to be most responsive to public safety concerns.

Although the management responsibility related to wildlife and human safety rests with FWP, local law

enforcement or other state or federal agency personnel may respond to a wolf-human incident if FWP
personnel are not available in a timely manner. In the unlikely need to defend human life during a wolf

encounter, citizens may u.se any means, including lethal force, to address an imminent threat. Citizens

must notify FWP afterward. This general approach, consistent with FWP guidelines for mountain lions

and black bears, would be adopted as nuisance wolf guidelines.

FWP will provide educational materials to the general public with information about appropriate

responses during wolf encounters (do's and don'ts) and how to minimize the potential for problems near

homes and rural schools. This material will also include information about wolf behavior, body posture.

tail position, vocalizations, etc. to help the public evaluate the situation, correctly interpret wolf behavior,

and communicate the details accurately to agency personnel. An educational effort will also help the

public understand the differences between wolves, mountain lions, and bears in terms of animal

behaviors, potential risk of injury, appropriate human responses when threatened, and how to live and

recreate safely in the presence of these large carnivores.
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Montana statute (87-3-130, MCA) allows a person to kill a wolf if the wolf is "attacking, killing, or

threatening to kill" a person or livestock when there is an immediate and direct threat. This statute also

allows a person to kill a wolf if it is "attacking or killing a domestic dog." Dog in this context refers to

dogs kept as pets and hunting dogs. Dogs used for the purposes of herding or guarding livestock are

discussed within the Livestock/Compensation section. See also the clarification above.

Table 26. Spectrum of management and public outreach activities to ensure public safety in Montana.

The adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the

number of breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition) changes from 10-15 to

greater than 15. The model also calls for different strategies, depending on landownership

patterns (Public Lands and Mixed Land Ownerships), social factors, land use patterns,

biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management

strategies may apply across all numbers of breeding pairs or management settings, as indicated

by the arrows.
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Monitoring. FWP has the primary responsibility to monitor the wolf population, ahhough collaborative

efforts with other agencies and universities will be important. FWP will estimate uolf numbers and pack

distribution, document reproduction, and tabulate mortality. FWP will also tabulate the number of

breeding pairs meeting the federal recovery definition. Ecological understanding will also stem from

documenting territory boundaries, the locations of wolf den and rendezvous sites, and identifying where

significant wolf activity may be less desirable. While monitoring of the wolf population will help discern

wolf population trends, wolf monitoring may also be conducted in the context of other wildlife

management objectives related to prey species, such as identifying key wintering and .spring wolf use

areas and the prey species abundance and availability to wolves in those areas. The monitoring program

will balance scientific precision with cost effectiveness. FWP will use a variety of tools, including radio

telemetry and non-invasive techniques. Some social groups may be monitored more intensively than

others, depending on the setting, landownership patterns, land uses, and prey species.

During the first five years post-delisting, FWP's monitoring program will have to be rigorous to

demonstrate that adequate numbers of breeding pairs are present, that packs are reproducing, and that

Montana's contribution to the tri-state recovery goal is met. FWP will monitor and tabulate packs

according to the federal breeding pair definition to determine the appropriate adaptive management tools.

Concurrently, FWP would also tabulate packs according to a more general definition of a social group,

meaning "four or more wolves traveling in winter." While there is no guarantee that a group of four or

more wolves traveling in winter would include young of the year, it is indicative of a socially cohesive

group holding a territory and capable of reproduction. Four or more wolves traveling together will likely

contain a male and female as an alpha pair and that has or will produce young in the spring. Determining

counts in winter would follow the peak of human-caused mortality on adult wolves associated with

summer/fall livestock grazing seasons, potential illegal mortality during the fall big game hunting

seasons, and the harvest expected through regulated hunting and trapping seasons.

FWP will use the monitoring program to verify that the more general definition is adequate to document

that the population is reproducing and secure. Once FWP becomes confident that the more general

definition is adequate, it will be applied within the adaptive management framework and FWP would not

monitor packs using the more rigorous federal recovery definition. Maintaining the federal recover)'

definition as the monitoring metric under adaptive management over the long term may be too stringent

for a recovered population, especially in light of the difficulty in distinguishing pups from similar-sized

adults in December and the expense of radio telemetry. USFWS data indicate that there is a significant

correlation between the number of packs meeting the federal recovery definition as a breeding pair and

the number of social groups according to the more general definition of four or more wolves traveling in

winter, lending greater confidence that the more general definition will prove adequate.

FWP will coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to monitor boundai-y packs, whether tribes, NPS, other

states, or provinces. This type of coordination already occurs for other wildlife species.

Other Wildlife. Under this alternative, the gray wolf would become integrated into FWP's wildlife

management program as the species integrates itself back into the natural environment. Other species of

wildlife will benefit from the increased amount and availability of carrion while other species may

compete for the same prey base, alter habitat use patterns to increase security, or even be killed by

wolves. Overall, FWP's program .seeks to conserve and manage wildlife from an ecological point of view

rather than focusing on single species. Recognition of ecosystem functioning is also important.

Private Propeiiy. FWP recognizes that tolerance for wolves on private property is important to maintain

the long-term security of a wolf population in Montana. Livestock damage in the context of private

property is addressed above. Private property ow ners retain (he right to grant or deny access to their
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property by FWP, WS or other entities. Private property owners also retain the right to choose whether

any wolf management activities or control actions talce place on their property.

Hybrids. FWP would respond similar to USFWS response in Alternative 1 (No Action). Montana law

assigns regulatory oversight of wolf-dog hybrid or captive wolf ownership to FWP. State law prohibits

removing wolf pups from the wild. At the present time, state laws are thought to be adequate. Public

outreach efforts will include identification techniques to discern a hybrid or captive wolf from a wild

wolf. FWP biologists or game wardens will assist local authorities in making that determination and

provide the appropriate management support to local authorities if necessary.

Wildlife Management Areas. Wolves will be able to occupy or hunt on WMAs, consistent with the

philosophy that mountain lions and black bears inhabit these lands, too. While these lands were

purchased with license revenue and are managed primarily for wintering ungulates, they also provide

habitat for a variety of wildlife species and for public recreation opportunities.

WMAs frequently adjoin both public and private lands and may attract carnivores due to the

concentration of deer and elk. Wolf occupancy may cause ungulates to alter habitat use patterns, which

may provide some relief for chronically overgrazed areas. However, wolf occupancy may also

redistribute wild ungulates to neighboring private lands, potentially generating other conflicts. FWP will

work collaboratively to address this situation and resolve any conflicts, but will generally not remove

individual wolves or wolf packs that use WMA lands.

Alternative 3. Additional Wolf

Under this alternative, FWP would adopt and implement the Montana Wolf Management Advisory

Council's Wolf Conservation and Management Planning Document and the subsequent updates described

in Alternative 2 (Updated Council), but with some modifications. Each issue is listed in the same

chronological order as the other alternatives. If this alternative approaches the issue as the council had

recommended, it will be stated and the reader is referred to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). If this

alternative approaches the issue differently, the changes are described.

Upon federal delisting, provisions of SB 163 take effect and wolves would automatically be reclassified

under state law from "endangered" to a "species in need of management." This statutory classification

confers full legal protection.

Implementation of this Alternative

Implementation of this alternative is contingent on securing adequate funding for all program elements.

Implementation also requires FWP to develop and adopt final administrative rules and regulations under

the "species in need of management" designation. The FWP Commission may then approve and adopt

the administrative rules and regulafions, including any special language pertaining to wolf management or

how FWP would interpret relevant state laws. This alternative would form the basis of those

administrative rules and regulafions. Future FWP Commission acfion could reclassify the gray wolf as a

big game animal or a furbearer when it becomes appropriate to do so. The FWP Commission would

concurrently establish regulations pertaining to management and regulated harvest under the new species

designation. The Montana Legislature would establish a wolf license for regulated public harvest, the

license fee, penalties for illegal take, and the restitution value. MOUs must also be finalized with MDOL
and WS. FWP may seek to develop MOU's or cooperative agreements with Indian tribes to coordinate

management and clarify roles and responsibilities.
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How Does this Alternative Address the Major Issues?

WolfManagement, Numbers and Distribution. Under this alternative, FWP would recognize the gray

wolf as a native species and its management would be integrated within the wildlife program, as

described for Allemative 2 (Updated Council). However, the adaptive management framework described

for Alternative 2 would be modified to increase from 15 to 20, the number of breeding pairs (by the

federal recovery definition) required to transition from conservative to liberal management tools. All

other aspects of Table 22 remain the same.

Social Factors. This alternative uses Alternative 2 (Updated Council) as a baseline, yet presents a

different management scenario in which greater numbers of breeding pairs would be required prior to

implementing liberal management tools. The social factors underlying this alternative originate in public

comments expressing general support for FWP to manage the gray wolf similar to other large carnivores,

but to do so conservatively and with greater numbers of wolves on the landscape.

Administration, Delisting. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council), with one exception. Under this

alternative. FWP would organize an annual workshop and interagency coordination meeting instead of

working with a "standing" advisory council. The emphasis would be on citizen input and participation in

the .spirit of problem .solving and on agency accountability back to the public. Participation by diver.se

interests would be encouraged. Montanans and agency personnel would have the opportunity to identify

and discuss issues as well as brainstorm solutions in an informal, non-confrontational atmosphere.

Technical experts and decision makers would be present to listen, answer questions, provide information,

as well as to formulate strategies for addressing the issues raised. Because other agencies have authority

and jurisdiction to address the issues identified by the public, such as the federal land management

agencies, their participation is strongly encouraged. The overall emphasis would be program evaluation,

refinement of policy, and on the initial stages of establishing new policy or management direction in

response to unforeseen developments. Potential outcomes of these coordination meetings include

potential changes in FWP management strategies (hat could involve the FWP Commission or the

Montana Legislature at a later time. Other outcomes may be enhanced understanding, improved

communication, and continued involvement by all Montanans, not just a representative council.

The FWP Commission fulfills some of the same functions as an advisory council in that it is comprised of

citizens, discusses issues and sets policy direction. FWP Commissioners would be encouraged to attend

the workshop and interagency meelings.

Prey Populations. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). See Table 23.

Funding. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council), with one exception. Under this alternative, the State

of Montana would not find or create an entity to administer an independent compensation program (see

below) and that line item would not be renecled in the budget. The estimated FWP budget for this

Alternative is $799, 046. Compared to Alteniative 2, this alternative increases the budgeted amount for

enhanced ungulate monitoring (from $50,000 to $75,000). A detailed budget is presented in Chapter 4.

Livestock I Compensation. Under this alternative, FWP would address wolf-livestock conflicts as

recommended by the council in Alternative 2, using the same management framework and tools.

Landowners would still be able to contact a management specialist (FWP or WS) for help with assessing

risk from wolves and identifying ways to minimize tho.se risks—while still acknowledging that the risk of

livest(Kk depredation by wolves will never be zero. In addition, FWP would work to develop programs

that provide livestock operations with additional benefits if they implement preventive approaches and

maintain opportunities for wildlife, including gray wolves, on private lands and associated public grazing

allotments. It may also involve state and federal land management agencies.
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Under this alternative, improved management and enhanced flexibility for the agency and the landowner

would be substituted for a compensation program. Compensation for livestock injury or loss due to

wolves was instituted by a private organization since the federal govemmenl and the Stale of Montana do

not financially reimburse individuals for losses because of damage caused by wildlife. The Defenders of

Wildlife Wolf Compensation Trust Fund has paid a total of $81,140 for wolf-related claims in Montana

since 1987 (data obtained 9-3-2002 from www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html ). But under this alternative,

the .State of Montana would not actively promote, create, or facilitate an independent compensation

provider to fund and administer a compensation program should the existing private program be

discontinued. At the present time, no compensation programs are facilitated, created, or administered by

FWP for large carnivores or other wildlife species in Montana. Historically, management response and

technical assistance, whether carried out by agency personnel or by landowners, have been the traditional

and legal basis for addressing wildlife-livestock conflicts in Montana.

Many public scoping comments identified concerns about a compensation program, and these are briefly

summarized as follows. Compensation relies on verification, and this is not easily accomplished in

Montana's multi-predator, mountainous environment. It also requires assessment of value, which can

vary considerably-not every animal has the same value. For example, purebred lines of sheep and cattle

are valued more highly than the simple market price of a cow or sheep at auction. Specific individuals in

those genetic lines may be of even greater value. Compensation programs also require perpetual fund-

raising, with uncertain results and future availability. Complications further arise from the logistics of

how losses are documented and which types of livestock are covered. Even after compensation is paid,

some type of field response may still be necessary because of the potential for subsequent incidents.

Compensation programs typically do not take into account the changes that livestock producers make in

management operations or the economic costs associated with making those changes. Fundamentally,

compensation addresses a problem only after it has occurred by reimbursing livestock owners for the

financial losses incurred when livestock are injured or killed.

Instead of a compensation program, this alternative would provide landowners with management

flexibility within the guidelines of Montana law and the administrative rules that will be adopted by the

FWP Commission. Montana law makes it illegal to indiscriminately kill a wolf unless the wolf is

"attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock." The prohibition against indiscriminant

killing is similar to other legally classified wildlife such as big game (e.g. deer, black bear, mountain lion)

or furbearers (e.g. martin, otter, or beaver). Montana law would require individuals to report incidents of

wolf take to FWP within 72 hours. FWP would investigate to determine all of the facts or circumstances.

The actual management tools proposed for landowner use in this alternative were described under

Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Additional management tools (e.g. use of rubber bullets to haze wolves

that frequent livestock concentration areas) and innovative approaches will arise on a case-by-case basis

since each situation is unique.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Economics / Livelihoods. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Information I Public Outreach. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). See Table 22.

Human Safety. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). See Table 26.

Monitoring. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). See Table 22. However, under this alternative,

the overall wolf monitoring intensity may decrease because a higher number of social groups will be

present in Montana so a high degree of precision is less warranted. Some groups could be still monitored

closely (e.g. groups which use private lands) while others may be monitored less intensively.
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Other Wildlife. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Private Property. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Hybrids. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Wildlife Management Areas. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Alternative 4. Minimum Wolf

Under this alternative, FWP would develop and adopt a wolf conservation and management program that

meets the minimum standards tor a secure, viable wolf population. It maintains the fewest wolves

possible to fulfill the legal requirement of wolf recovery. It represents the most aggressive management
philosophy and the lowest tolerance for wolf presence. Most of the underlying philo.sophies and guiding

principles endorsed by the Council are stripped away, although many of the same management tools

remain. This alternative most closely matches the "no wolf sentiment expressed in some public

comments, but a strictly "no wolf alternative was not considered for further development because it is

outside the sideboards of federal wolf recovery.

Upon federal delisting, provisions of SB 163 lake effect and wolves would automatically be reclassified

under state law from "endangered" to a "species in need of management." This statutory classification

confers full legal protection.

Implementation of this Alternative

Implementation of this alternative is contingent on securing adequate funding for all program elements.

Implementation also requires FWP to develop and adopt final administrative rules and regulations under

the "species in need of management" designation. The FWP Commission must then approve and adopt

the administrative rules and regulations, including any special language pertaining to wolf management or

how FWP would interpret relevant state laws. This alternative would form the basis of those

administrative rules and regulations. Future FWP Commission action could reclassify the gray wolf as a

big game animal or a furbearer when it becomes appropriate to do so. The FWP Commission would

concurrently establish regulations pertaining to management and regulated harvest under the new species

designation. The Montana Legislature would establish a wolf license for regulated public harvest, the

license fee, penalties for illegal take, and the restitution value. MOUs must also be finalized with MDOL
and WS.

How Does this Alternative Address the Major Issues?

WolfManagement, Numbers and Distribution. This alternative grows out of the public comments
suggesting that gray wolves don't belong in Montana and that their presence through recolonization and

reintroduclion is entirely incompatible with the modern landscape. In the eyes of one citizen, "Montanans

were forced to accept these wolves." The underlying philosophy of this alternative is one of minimal

tolerance for wolf presence on both public and private lands. Becau.se Montana is "forced" to sustain

some wolves and that confiicts will occur and may be unresolvable, the approach will isolate wolves from

the rest of the FWP's wildlife management program.

Modern scientific wildlife management principles have limited application under this alternative. The
gray wolf would not be treated as a native wildlife species and it would be managed differently from

mountain lions and black bears. Wolves would be managed as closely as possible to a legally classified
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predator such as the coyote, while still meeting the definition of "species in need of management" which

provides a legal protection not extended to the coyote. Adaptive principles would not apply.

Management tools would be aggressive and liberal most of the time in contrast to the incremental

approach of Alternative 2 (Updated Council) and Alternative 3 (Additional Wolf).

Wolf numbers would be capped at 10 breeding pair (federal recoveiy definition), which is Montana's

expected minimum contribution towards the tri-state total of 30 pairs. More than 10 social groups will be

required to achieve 10 breeding pairs as defined by the recovei^ definition because not every group

successfully reproduces. FWP would tabulate the number of breeding pairs according to the federal

recovery definition ~ a male and a female with at least two pups on December 31. Total numbers will be

fine-tuned to maintain only as many breeding pairs and social groups as necessary. Wolf distribution

would be artificially zoned so that wolves would be strongly discouraged in eastern Montana and may in

fact be routinely trapped and relocated to western Montana or removed from the population if suitable

release sites could not be found. Wolves would be permitted in FWP administrative Regions 1 , 2, and 3,

and portions of Regions 4 and 5. The eastern boundary line would correspond to boundaries for FWP
Regions 6 and 7. Wolf presence in portions of Regions 4 and 5 would be tolerated, depending on whether

wolves occuned in large blocks of public land or in mixed ownerships where conflicts were likely. Wolf

use of private lands would be at the discretion of the landowner, one step shy of prohibiting wolves on

private lands since some landowners may tolerate wolf use. Capping wolf numbers and administratively

defining (or zoning) wolf distribution requires aggressive management tools and a liberal interpretation of

management flexibility for both agencies and landowners. Other aspects of how wolves would be

managed under this alternative are listed in Table 27.

Social Factors. This alternative represents the most liberal, exploitive management approach of the five

alternatives. The social factors underlying it originate in public comments expressing dissatisfaction with

why or how wolves got to Montana and opinions that wolf presence can't be accommodated in these

modem times for a variety of reasons, including unacceptable impacts to livestock producers and big

game populations. Rather than "getting" to manage wolves, FWP "has to" and it is a "cost." This

alternative most closely addresses public comments calling for the removal of all wolves from Montana.

Administration, Delisting. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). However, individual landowners

would carry relatively more responsibility for management activities on private lands in lieu of agency

response compared to Alternatives 2 (Updated Council) and 3 (Additional Wolf). FWP will provide as

many special kill permits as possible to interested landowners for wolf control actions on their private

property. WS will still respond to wolf-livestock complaints, provide technical assistance to landowners,

and aid in restricting wolf distribution to western Montana.

Prey Populations. Under this alternative, wolf predation on big game populations would be minimized

out of the concern that wolf predation may compete with human hunter harvest at a 1:1 ratio and is an

additive form of mortality for prey populations under most circumstances. This would be accomplished

by the overall aggressive management activities of this alternative, such as capping total numbers, the

liberal provisions for landowners to kill wolves on private lands, limiting overall distribution, and

restricting wolf use of FWP WMAs. Prey populations would be monitored less intensively than

Alternatives 2 (Updated Council) and 3 (Additional Wolf) because fewer wolves would be present.
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Table 27. Wolf management strategies to maintain the minimum number of breeding pairs required in

Montana under Alternative 4 (Minimum Wolf).

Wolf Management Strategies to Maintain the Minimum Required

Montana

Fish,

Wildlife

&

Parks

Mininiuni number ot breeding pairs and social groups required; distribution liniiled to western

Montana and mostly on public lands

Management liberal most of the time; management not adaptive; independent from rest of wildlife

programs

Minimum health and disease surveillance

Intense monitoring required, with heavy reliance on radio telemetry

Limited or no research to improve ecological understanding or evaluate management actions

Law enforcement a low priority beyond administration of special kill permit programs and

retrieval of wolf carcasses legally killed under special permits

Public outreach emphasizes landowner contacts to inform them of wolf activity in an area;

outreach also to addresses human safety concems

Significant interagency and interstate coordination required

Ensure human safety; discourage wolf habitation

Limited and potentially inconsistent opportunity for public hunting and trapping since many
wolves would be killed through other management/control activities

Liberal number of special kill permits available to landowners

Management for boundary packs overlapping national parks, tribal reservations, Canada, Idaho, or

Wyoming more conservative than for other packs since national parks would be an important

contribution towards Montana's total number

No Advisory Council or annual citizen invitation to interagency coordination meetings

Wildlife

Services

When the wolf population is above the minimum, aggressive management and control to prevent

establishment of new packs, especially on private property and in eastern Montana, and where

there is a potential for wolf-livestock conflicts

Technical assistance to landowners

Field investigations and management response; lethal control first on private lands but response

could be more incremental on public lands when wolf population close to the minimum standard

and for packs near national parks

Citizens

Non-lethal harassment on private lands

Lethal take in defense of human life or livestock on public or private lands if wolf "attacking,

killing or threatening to kill" a person or livestock; may take a wolf if it is "attacking or killing" a

domestic dog

May receive special kill permit to remove wolves on private land; public land if there is a history

of wolf-livestock conllicts; landowner could use designated trapper; number of pennits liberal
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Funding. Under this alternative, the wolf program would be funded entirely by special federal

appropriations, since the role of licensed hunters and trappers is expected to be minimal and the gray wolf

would not be integrated into the broader context of a scientific wildlife management program. This

alternative is the most expensive alternative to implement.

The estimated FWP budget for this alternative is $821 ,925. It requires increased FWP personnel and

operations money to do the necessary wolf monitoring because the population would be managed so

closely to the minimum required. Because each individual wolf becomes more "valuable" to the overall

population, a high degree of precision is necessary to ensure that management decisions do not jeopardize

the population and trigger a relisting. Additional personnel and operations money would be required for

administration of the special kill permit program through the FWP Enforcement Division since wolf

management on private lands is expected to be so aggressive. Additional funding would also be needed

to inform private landowners when wolves are in the area. Because of the high degree and frequency of

coordination required between FWP regions, between Montana and the other states, and likely with

USFWS, administrative costs are expected to increase. The budgeted amount for WS would decrease

because there would be fewer wolves in Montana, and landowners could be responsible for most conflict

resolution on private lands. The budget would not include compensation (see below).

Livestock I Compensation. Under this alternative, there is little tolerance for wolves on private property.

FWP would be as liberal as possible in the number of special kill permits issued to livestock producers

and other private property owners in the vicinity, while maintaining the minimum number of wolves

required (Table 28). Livestock producers could still kill wolves caught "attacking, killing, or threatening

to kill" their livestock and the FWP Enforcement Division would still investigate defense of property

incidents. Because of the underlying premise of liberal, aggressive wolf management to limit wolf

numbers and distribution, with landowner participation, livestock losses would be minimized to the extent

possible. Therefore, a compensation program is not included under this alternative.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. Under this alternative, Montana's connectivity

requirement would be met through a trapping/relocation program to artificially simulate the natural

dispersal events required to ensure long-term genetic viability. Survival of relocated wolves has not been

empirically determined for Montana wolves. Therefore, a strong reliance on the core habitats provided by

national parks would be necessary because these packs could more reliably provide dispersing

individuals. In addition, these packs would be managed more conservatively than other packs. No
specific habitat corridors, travel restrictions, or area closures are incorporated in this alternative.

Economics / Livelihoods. This alternative favors the economic interests of livestock producers and the

interests of big game hunters because aggressive management would limit wolf numbers and

distribution—and presumably the impact of wolves on livestock and ungulate populations. However,

some landowners may incur some expenses in carrying out wolf management activities on their private

properties. YNP would still be a prime wolf-viewing destination. But, outside YNP, ecotourism and

wildlife-viewing interests would not be given much consideration under this alternative.

Information /Public Outreach. The alternative expands the outreach efforts in Alternatives 2 (Updated

Council) and 3 (Additional Wolf) to include significantly greater FWP communication and coordination

with individual landowners due to the high number of special kill permits available. Under this

alternative more so than any other, FWP would also notify landowners when wolves are known to be in

the area. Frequent notification is added to this alternative in response to public comment gathered during

scoping.

93



chapter;!: .VLrERNATlVf:S

Table 28. Potential management activities that address wolf-livestock conflicts under Alternative 4

(Minimum Wolf). Management actions and the number of special kill permits become more
liberal with increasing numbers of breeding pairs above the recovery goal.



CHAFIER 3: Al/rrUNAriVKS

Other Wildlife. Benefits of wolf presence to other wildlife (like scavengers) are minimized due to

minimal wolf numbers and limited distribution. Conversely, other wildlife species, such as beaver, which

are prey for wolves, may benefit from the wolf low numbers. Under this alternative, the gray wolf is not

integrated into FWP's wildlife management program, but other species will continue to be managed in the

presence of a limited wolf population.

Private Property. The alternative is more deferential to private property owners' decisions about wolf use

of their lands. Since wolves would not be treated like other publicly owned wildlife, landowners would

be granted greater latitude to resolve conflicts so long as the overall wolf population in Montana remained

above the minimum required. See Livestock issue above.

Hybrids. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council.) See Table 22.

Wildlife Management Areas. As noted above, wolf distribution under this alternative is administratively

determined and artificially maintained through management and control. Wolves would be discouraged

from using F^WP WMAs. FWP field personnel could haze and trap/relocate wolves discovered on

WMAs. Individual wolves will be allowed to cross FWP properties, but ideally, would not be allowed to

stay long enough to hunt deer or elk.

Alternative 5. Contingency

Under this alternative, FWP would seek to enter into a cooperative agreement with USFWS to implement

the Updated Council Alternative (2) while the gray wolf is still listed as an interim step to assuming full

management authority in the event that delisting is postponed. Delisting delays could be caused by the

lack of conservation plans and/or adequate regulatory mechanisms in the other two states or by litigation

on the actual USFWS delisting proposal. The public anticipated delays and expressed their concerns

about developments beyond Montana's control during the scoping process. In response, FWP developed

this unusual alternative.

This alternative allows FWP to respond to citizens' needs and address the challenges faced by those most

directly affected by wolf presence, albeit more conservatively than FWP or the public may desire, until

such time as the wolf is delisted and under full authority of the state. It may not be legally possible to

implement some provisions, such as regulated public harvest, because of the listed status but many other

aspects would be.

FWP believes inclusion of this alternative is important because gray wolves will continue to increase their

numbers and distribution in Montana while the administrative process for delisting runs its course.

Gathering public comment on it now as part of the EIS process allows FWP to hear from Montanans

about the future of wolf management under a different set of legal conditions should wolves not get

delisted in the near future. The significance or duration of any delay is speculative at this time.

Nonetheless, this alternative outlines a potential approach that would allow FWP to become more

involved in the day to day management of wolves in Montana than is presently the case.

Even if FWP selected this alternative as an interim management program while the delisting process is

ongoing, FWP would continue working with USFWS and the .states of Idaho and Wyoming to resolve any

obstacles to complete delisting and the transfer of management authority from the federal government to

the respective state governments. Upon delisting, FWP would implement the remaining program

elements of Alternative 2 (Updated Council) that had previously been prohibited by federal regulations.

95



C'llAI^TKR 3: AI.IIiRN.\TlVE.S

Implementation of this Alternative

Section 6 of ESA provides an opportunity for cooperative agreements between USFWS and the states for

the conservation of endangered or threatened species. Implementation of this alternative would involve

FWP modifying the existing Section 6 agreement with USFWS to include wolf conservation and

management. USFWS may have to fulfill other administrative responsibilities prior to implementing this

alternative. FWP would implement the Updated Council Alternative (2) to the extent allowable by

federal law (and existing rules) while the species is still listed. The State of Montana would be the

primary decision maker. USFWS would maintain some oversight authority to assure that FWP does not

violate the agreement, violate ESA or federal rules, or stray outside the provisions outlined in this

alternative. USFWS would annually review the state's program. WS would still investigate and resolve

wolf-livestock conllicts as described in Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Implementation of this

alternative is contingent on securing adequate funding from federal and private sources for all program

elements.

FWP and USFWS would renew the agreement, even modify it when and where necessary, until all three

states have acceptable management plans and adequate regulatory mechanisms, USFWS has completed

its delisting process, and any litigation delaying the transfer of management authority is resolved.

Upon delisting, FWP would take the administrative steps necessary, including MEPA compliance, to

adopt and implement the remaining provisions of the Updated Council Alternative (2) that had been

prohibited by federal law. State laws and regulations would then fully guide the program, including

SB 163 provisions that reclassify the gray wolf from "endangered" to a "species in need of management."

This classification confers full legal protection.

There is an important caveat to this alternative that would affect FWP's decision whether to implement it

should delisting get delayed. In 2000, USFWS proposed new rules that would downlist wolves in the

Northwestern Montana Recovery Area from "endangered" to "threatened." The new rules, if finalized,

would provide for greater agency fiexibility in resolving confiicts. If USFWS does not adopt the final

rule, FWP would no longer consider implementing this alternative. FWP would be precluded from

implementing nearly all aspects of Alternative 2 (Updated Council) because wolves would still be

"endangered" in northwestern Montana and FWP would have very limited management fiexibility. FWP
expects USFWS to announce the decision in the near future.

How Does this Alternative Address the Major Issues?

WolfManagement, Numbers and Distribution . FWP would implement all the conservation and

management elements outlined in the Updated Council Alternative (2) that are consistent with and

allowed by federal law and regulations (see Table 22). Nearly all aspects would be allowed in some form

or another, but the circumstances by which gray wolves could be injured or killed is an important

exception because wolves would still be listed under ESA. Regulated harvest of wolves through hunting

and trapping is not possible under this alternative. Furthermore, special kill permits issued by FWP to

address wolf-livestock confiicts would be subject to the same provisions as the federally issued permits.

These permits are discussed in greater detail in the Livestock / Compensation section below.

Social Factors. The social factors underlying a balanced, responsive program, as described in Alternative

2 (Updated Council), are also refiected in this alternative. Additionally, the alternative responds to

Montanans' concerns that they could be negatively affected by increases in wolf numbers and distribution

and a lack of management authority by Montana if the wolf was not delisted in a timely manner. Many
citizens commented that it seemed unfair for Montanans to be negatively affected by delays beyond their
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control and that, in the absence of a more proactive program, conflicts would become increasingly severe

and difficult to resolve.

Administration, Delisting. Under this alternative, the gray wolf would still be federally listed and

classified as "experimental, non-essential" in the Yellowstone and Idaho recovery areas. In the

Northwestern Montana Recovery Area, the gray wolf is currently classified as "endangered. " However,

in 2000, USFWS proposed new rules that would downlist wolves in the Northwestern Montana recovery

area from "endangered" to "threatened." The new mles, if finalized, would provide for greater agency

management flexibility, particularly in resolving conflicts. If the final rule was similar to the original

proposal, FWP could implement most elements of this alternative. Federal rules and regulations would

apply as they were published, either in the experimental areas or the Northwestern Montana Recovery

Area. There are few differences between the federal rules applicable to each area, but any differences

could be addressed in the FWP/USFWS agreement so that management would be more consistent across

Montana.

Prey Populations. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council), with one exception. FWP would still

integrate the wolf management with ungulate management as described for Alternative 2. However,

FWP's wolf management tools would be limited to relocafion if reliable data indicate that a local prey

population is significantly impacted by wolf predation in conjunction with other environmental factors.

Regulated harvest could not be used to reduce pack size while wolves are still listed under ESA.

Montana's final plan will need to describe what the adverse impacts are, how they will be measured, and

identify possible mitigation measures. Before FWP initiates capture and relocation efforts, USFWS
would need to approve the state's final plan and determine that such actions will not inhibit wolf

population growth toward recovery. USFWS may itself, in cooperation with FWP, capture and relocate

wolves. FWP's prey monitoring efforts are an important aspect to assessing wolf predation effects on

ungulate populations. Hunter opportunity for ungulates will still fluctuate according to ungulate

population status - as it is influenced by weather, predation, previous hunter success, etc.

Funding. Funding to implement this alternative would be split between Montana and the federal

government because the species would still be listed and Montana lacks a significant source of funding

dedicated to ESA-listed species. Section 6 of ESA provides for 90% of the funding, but Montana would

need to fund the remaining 10%. This 90-10 cost share is also predicated on the condition that Montana

continues to coordinate with the other states to recover and delist the gray wolf, which most certainly will

be the ca.se. FWP would fund its share either through private sources or by state license revenue.

Although regulated harvest of wolves is not allowed, this alternative would allow wolves to be relocated

if a localized ungulate populafion were significantly impacted. In anticipation of delisting, FWP would

still be trying to secure funding for the day when Montana assumes full management authority.

The estimated FWP budget for this alternative is $699,046. The costs of a compensation program would

be in addition to that amount. Compared to Alternative 2 (Updated Council), this alternative requires that

WS continue to obtain the funding for resolution of wolf-livestock conflicts from federal sources through

a combination of Congressional appropriations and USFWS, as is cunently the case. FWP would still

direct $50,000 towards increased efforts to minimize the risk of wolf-livestock conflicts and proactive

management strategies.

According to this alternative, the State of Montana intends to find or create an entity to administer a

compensation program. This is reflected in the detailed budget presented in Chapter 4, but the funds

would not be sourced from FWP funds, matching federal funds, or other state revenue.
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Livestock I Compensation. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council), except that actions by livestock

producers. WS. and FWP that would harass, injure, or kill wolves in conflict with livestock arc guided by

federal law and regulations. The federal regulations are similar to Alternative 2 (Updated Council) in that

they are intended to promote flexibility for landowners and agencies to resolve conflicts by directing

management respon.se at problem wolves. The specific management tool most readily available to

livestock producers to resolve confiicts is a permit that authorizes someone to take a wolf under certain

conditions. These are similar to the state's special kill permit described under Alternative 2 (Updated

Council). However, the federal regulations are more restrictive, in keeping with the ESA-listed status.

The conditions are described in Table 29. It is important to note that while the adaptive management
framework still guides the incremental approach, taking of wolves under the federal regulations is guided

by whether the conflict look place on public or private land, not whether it took place on remote public

lands or mixed land ownerships, as is the case in Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

This alternative would maintain and enhance the benefits of a compensation program, as described for

Alternative 2 (Updated Council). See Table 25.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Economics / Livelihoods. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Information /Public Outreach. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Human Safety. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). FWP clarifies that current federal regulations

do allow a person to take a wolf in defense of their life or that of another. The wolf must pose an

immediate and direct threat. The incident would need to be reported to FWP within 24 hours according to

federal regulations, rather than 72 hours under state law. Reasonable accommodation may be allowed for

incidents taking place in remote backcountry settings. Federal regulations also allow FWP to remove a

wolf that the agency determines to be a demonstrable, but not immediate threat to human life or safety.

The federal regulations are similar to what is described in Table 26.

Monitoring. FWP would take the lead in wolf monitoring, but periodic consultation or assistance from

USFWS is expected. FWP would monitor the population as described in Alternative 2 (Updated

Council).

Other Wildlife. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Private Property. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Federal laws guide response to wolf

conflicts on private property. No government restrictions on private property uses.

Hybrids. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Wildlife Management Areas. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).
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Table 29. The spectrum of potential management activities to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock

conflicts and the management tools available to resolve conflicts where and when they develop.

The State of Montana intends to find or create an entity to administer a compensation program.

The adaptive management model calls for a more conservative approach for public lands and

when there are 10-15 breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery definition of an adult male

and female with two pups on Dec. 31). More liberal tools become available if there are greater

than 15 breeding pairs in Montana. Some management strategies may apply across all numbers

of breeding pairs or landownership, as indicated by the arrows.
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Table 29. Continued.
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Table 29. Continued.



CIIAPTFR 3: ALTKRNATIVh:*;

W
s

3
OU
o
CO

>

<
c

i

eeg

> _v ._ ^

H s S
<; "3 .u jj

E c

o §

&A E

TO
. - CTJ C ™

c/2 (N j: ca £

a o O M
>1

• o

E .2o —— o _ „

jg
o (J « ^ y

E 5 S ii ^ n.
c« . 3 O o P
c/5 rt D. a. -a .-

2-0^3
o o ?
3; = J2

a S

(/5 __

i c 2 .S^
*- 4) O C
c X o S,

•* o

« I
£ i ^ s . ^ .. _ ^

- E i) -^ fe, ^-s
3 o o 2

4J 5P S « ;: :t:

so ca j::

< E 2 u o -r X
•Ji c s o

r^ O

£.2

_ o
C tN

12
cd ty5

<: E o
t« o .5
« > t.

O — lU

c a. 00C « oo
rt T3 [-
(/2 « 3

•5 2 o

.- T3 U
O O o

Si §

< a.

60 O

O 0£
c o

la

u

00 s_
*-

o u —= y 3« = J3 ca o

H ^ I/) '

—

' ^

o 2
2.E

.5 c
TO O Oo o o
00 I/] a>

>
o
a —

bi c
> .2

01 o

u C
" R

- o ^ -o

C3 (U ^ "
op i« o O
2 w -s o
a. «J 3 tS

•si 2i
-

>.



CHAPTERS: :\tTEKNATlVES

> B

i> e

= ^ E^-s
3 t? «
< i: u S »

S 3 U
rt , C

t/5 (N 3 ^^ ti:

U O 3a -a 60
tu - -•

r)



CHAPTKR 3: AI.TKRNAIIVKS

S.E
14 c
JS O

<

o
E

^ o

= I

a c

c
ID

E
u
n
c

-a

•u

<5

E o i2 I ^
i: > c ^ -^

g S S 2 g

c

60
00
<:

U E

c "

E -S

H >^

= Io fc

2 S

> o
— -a
u- c
O rt

T3
U
tj

E c

« * -a
u t. -

§-= E
3 >. 3- X) Cu

§1O '^

U uo S— («

a s

c« O o



<.:HAK1'KK 3: Al/IKKNATlVliS

— o

£ i

u

< g.

u

3
O 00

e-

o o
o <-

3 5 V
o

c/0 (N e j= c:

E

<

E

u
1) H

S a-

a t-

M o
^ St:

o
u
3

u u
u

B
u
J3

M
c

105



CHAITKR 3: M TKRNATIVKS

c .=

a c

-^ o

^
I

E I

rri O

1 =
£.2

< -v
<

i> 3

£-S

-< a.

a ? S,s

s s .s « ° g s
.2 ^ g iS >> E o

« g ;= S S E S
^ ^ g > S g S

a. a

W w: fc-

60



( HAPTER 4: KNVIKONMKNTAL (ONSKyiKNCKS

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Introduction

This chapter compares the predicted environmental consequences for each of the five alternatives.

Wolves will be present in Montana regardless of which of the five alternatives is selected, but the number

of wolves present will vary by alternative. Different management philosophies and tools will lead to

different outcomes, each based on the range of management philosophies - from conservative to

aggressive.

The environmental consequences are speculative because no one can accurately predict the status of

Montana's wolf population at the time of actual delisting, which may be one to three years away.

Moreover, the actual outcomes will result from future management decisions and circumstances that may

or may not have been fully anticipated. Therefore, the reader may find it helpful to consider the

significance of the impacts described in each alternative, and then to compare alternatives relative to each

other rather than to focus exclusively on the prediction. The impacts are estimated using the best

available information and historical data, in keeping with accepted scientific and statistical methods.

Some assumptions were necessary to estimate impacts. Those assumptions will be identified wherever

they occur.

For this EIS, FWP evaluated the environmental consequences by assuming each alternative would be

implemented starting in 2003. Impacts are then reported for 2015. Some environmental consequences

will be short term and develop rapidly. Others may not emerge for several years. The longer time span

accounted for: 1 ) the time required to complete the delisting process, 2) the biological life span of wolves

and their prey, and 3) impacts which develop while the wolf population stabilizes. Cumulative

environmental impacts result from incremental consequences added to other past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable actions by FWP, including actions by other state agencies and businesses regulated by other

state agencies. In this EIS, consideration of cumulative impacts is limited to the State of Montana.

While impacts are predicted, it is also possible for FWP to mitigate or lessen impacts to some degree,

based on how and when specific management strategies described for each alternative are implemented.

FWP intends to lessen the impacts of a recovered wolf population where possible, while still maintaining

a secure and healthy population. This chapter also identifies any irreversible and irretrievable

commitments of resources to implement any of the five alternatives. A summary of the consequences of

each alternative is presented at the end of this chapter (Table 43).

Methods to Estimate Some of the Environmental Consequences

None of the alternatives in the EIS represent the type of policy choices examined in the analysis

conducted prior to the reintroduction of gray wolves to YNP and central Idaho. Rather than a "wolves or

no-wolves" analysis, this EIS analyzes the consequences of a spectrum of wolf conservation and

management alternatives. This section describes the methods used to estimate certain consequences.

Other methods are described under each alternative.

Wolf Numbers and Di.stribution

Wolf numbers and distribution are expected to increase through time. FWP is uncertain of how rapidly

the wolf population will grow. Some newly colonizing wolf populations in highly productive habitat,

such as YNP, have grown rapidly. Other long-established populations, such as in northwestern Montana

have increased more slowly. Wolf distribution will probably be determined by prey abundance and
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Montana geography that presents intermingled valleys and mountainous terrain, and a patchwork of

human settlement, variable wild prey densities, and livestock distribution. Future wolf population growth

in Montana will probably be determined by social conflicts between wolves and humans. At present,

there is no reliable method to determine "social tolerance." How fast the population grows and where

wolves will be found will differ across the five alternatives that reflect a spectrum of social tolerance and

management approaches. Therefore, the total number of wolves was predicted differently for each

alternative. Once the total number was predicted, the number of breeding pairs is also predicted using the

mathematical relationships that describe the correlation between the minimum number of wolves in the

fall population and the number of breeding pairs for the gray wolf population in the State of Montana,

based on historical data (USFWS unpubl. data).

For Alternative 1 (No Action), the gray wolf stays listed and managed according to the original recovery

plan and the Yellowstone EIS (USFWS 1994a). The number of wolves in the experimental population

area was predicted by assuming the population would grow at 22% per year - the same growth rate

assumed for the Yellowstone EIS. The number of wolves in the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area in

2015 was predicted using population performance between 1986 and 2001 . The number of wolves in

each area was added together to predict the total number of wolves in the Montana population.

For Alternatives 2 (Updated Council) and 3 (Additional WolO. wolf numbers were estimated by

analyzing historical data for the Montana portion of the tri-state population from 1986-2001 (USFWS
unpubl.) Historical finite rates of growth (lambda) were assumed to be representative of future population

performance and applied to the predicted Montana wolf population at the time of delisting in 2003.

Implementation of liberal management tools was assumed to decrease the population growth rate by 50%.

The decreased growth rate was applied to the population from the year liberal tools are implemented until

2015.

Owing to the uncertainty about how fast the wolf population will actually increase. FWP estimated the

size of a future wolf population according to a low growth rate and a high growth rate. The low growth

rate is derived from actual historical data. The high growth rate was assumed to be double the low growth

rate. FWP expects the number to actually be near the low end of the range. The Montana wolf

population may stabilize at numbers at or near the adaptive management trigger so that liberal tools may

not be available every year between 2003 and 2015. The population could still increase or decrease from

year to year.

For Alternative 4 (Minimum WolO, wolf numbers are capped near the recovery goals. Aggressive

management and control is assumed to limit the population at or near the cap.

For Alternative 5 (Contingency), wolf numbers were predicted using the same method as Alternatives 2

and 3. However, FWP could only implement some of the liberal management tools because of certain

restrictions imposed by federal regulations. Therefore, the population growth rate was reduced by only

25% (rather than 50%) between the time that liberal management tools are implemented and 2015. The

wolf population may stabilize at numbers at or near the adaptive management trigger so that liberal tools

may not be available every year between 2003 and 2015. The population could still increase or decrease

from year to year.

Prey Populations and Hunter Opportunity

The gray wolf is an effective predator of ungulates. The impact on ungulate population dynamics can

usually be gauged in relation to other environmental factors, such as weather, and what other species are

present in the sy.stem. For example, wolf predation may accelerate declines in ungulate populations

already negatively affected by severe winters and even slow the rale of population recovery afterwards

-
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especially if there is more than one large predator. During a series of mild winters, wolf predation may
not significantly influence ungulate populations.

All prey populations vary through time, across a diversity of habitats, and in response to ever changing

environmental factors. The cause and effect relationships that make populations go up or down are often

not known, yet widely debated. FWP's ungulate management program is designed to provide an

opportunity for regulated harvest, while balancing population status, other mortality factors, habitat

condition, landowner tolerance, hunter opportunity, previous hunter success, and an array of

environmental factors known to influence populations. In general, Montana big game populations are

robust and hunters enjoy greater opportunity now than even 20 years ago (see Chapter 2). Statewide

harvest trends reflect that. At the regional level, similar trends are apparent, but more variable. At the

hunting district level, harvest sometimes varies even more—and so do the factors influencing hunter

success.

Changes in ungulate population dynamics or hunter participation may or may not be directly influenced

by wolf presence. For example, in one northwestern Montana hunting district having established wolf

packs since the mid- 1 980s, the number of elk hunters declined by 22% and the number of elk hunter days

declined by 15% between the late 1980s and the mid-1990s. Declines in white-tailed deer and elk

populations were attributed to additive predation pressures by wild carnivores (wolf, black and grizzly

bear, coyote, mountain lion) and human hunting during those same years (Kunkel and Pletscher 1999). In

a district to the south with similar habitat and snow regimes, the number of elk hunters and elk hunter

days also declined, but in the absence of resident wolf packs. But in adjacent districts to the west having

resident wolf packs at a lower density, the number of elk hunters and elk hunter days did not decline

during that time. FWP does not fully understand why hunter effort changes at the hunting district level,

but perceived or real changes in prey abundance due to a variety of factors may influence the decisions of

individual hunters. Hunters may also be influenced by changes in hunting regulations for harvesting

particular age or sex classes of big game.

This EIS must assess each alternative's potential impact on prey populations and hunter opportunity due

to all factors, including the presence of a recovered wolf population. FWP relies on the combination of

biological information, results from the telephone harvest survey, changes in the environmental, weather

events, and time to interpret ungulate population trends. Ultimately, all sources of data must be taken

together to respond to changes in the population status of either wolves or their prey. This EIS considers

future changes in ungulate populations due to implementation of each of the five alternatives in relation to

historical trends at the statewide level.

Economics

Four specific areas of economic impacts were addressed: 1 ) wolf depredation on livestock, 2) big game
hunting (primarily elk, deer, and moose) and the big game outfitting industry, 3) recreational values, and

4) the fiscal resources of FWP. Historical data were used to calculate some economic impacts. Other

economic impacts are less clear due to future uncertainty and to the variation in historical data. Impacts

to recreational and social values are also difficult to determine.

Because all the alternatives maintain a recovered wolf population in Montana, the estimated

socioeconomic impacts across the five alternatives are similar. In fact, those impacts which can be

calculated and estimated with some reliability and that do vary with each alternative, are limited to

livestock losses and agency management costs. The lack of differences in impacts across the spectrum of

alternatives does not mean that the alternatives have equal impacts. Rather, it is an acknowledgement that

in light of all the potential ways that wolves, prey, the environment, human hunting, and recreation
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interact, it is difficult to identify the impact associated with incremental differences in wolf numbers

statewide.

Livestock Losses. Livestock losses were predicted using historical data for the Montana portion of the In-

state area from 1986-2001 (WS and USFWS unpubl.). As the wolf population in Montana increased

during those 15 years, the number of confirmed livestock losses generally increased as well, although

losses varied from year to year. FWP expects that general trend to continue as wolf numbers and

distribution increase.

To predict confirmed wolf-caused livestock losses, FWP tallied the number of cattle and sheep killed for

every wolf in the population each year between 1986 and 2001 and then calculated a depredation rate for

each year (number confirmed livestock kills divided by total number of wolves). The annual rates were

averaged over all years to account for the variation year to year. Predicted loss in 2015 is the rate

multiplied by the predicted number of wolves under each alternative. Because each alternative calls for

different management philosophies and specific tools to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts, the loss rate was

adjusted to account for implementation of those tools, as described below.

FWP recognizes that wolves have also been the suspected cause of some livestock losses in the past

because WS could not confirm a wolf as being responsible. FWP expects this will occur in the future.

Therefore, FWP examined the report forms completed by WS personnel upon investigation of a wolf

complaint for the calendar years 1999-2001 to discern whether wolves could have possibly been involved.

Cattle and sheep losses that were not attributed to some other obvious cause, such as disease, lightening,

or accidental death were tallied as "probable" wolf-caused losses. I^P then calculated the rate of

probable cattle and sheep losses. The probable loss rate multiplied by the predicted number of wolves

under each alternative equals the total probable losses in 2015.

FWP also acknowledges that wolves have killed or injured other domestic animals such as guarding dogs,

llamas, or horses. While these losses have been intermittent and are more difficult to predict ba.sed on

wolf numbers, nonetheless, they do represent economic losses to the owner. To account for these other

domestic animal losses, the Defenders of Wildlife compensation records were examined. Historically,

payments for other domestic animals were about 8% of the total payments for confirmed and probable

cattle and sheep losses. The economic losses for other domestic animals are estimated for each

alternative by taking 8% of the predicted economic losses for cattle and sheep.

FWP is also aware that livestock producers may experience losses for which little or no physical evidence

is ever found. These are referred to as undocumented losses, and they tend to be associated with remote

public land grazing allotments rather than private property. This EIS does not account for undocumented

losses because reliable data for Montana were not available.

Under Alternative 1 , confirmed and probable livestock losses were estimated using historical data.

Management protocols essentially call for a reactive approach to livestock depredation, except for a few

specific circumstances.

Under Alternatives 2 (Updated Council) and 3 (Additional Wolf), implcmcnlation of liberal management

tools is assumed to reduce the historic livestock depredation rate by 507^ and in direct proportion to the

50% reduction in the growth rate of the wolf population. Nearly all depredations in Montana to date were

on private lands. The management protocols of these allemalives should reduce the number of wolf-

Hvestock confiicts in general, but most specifically on private lands.
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Under Alternative 4 (Minimum WolO, management strategies call for limiting the wolf population at or

near Montana's share of the recovery goal. Aggressive management is assumed to reduce the historic

livestock depredation rate by 75%.

Under Alternative 5 (Contingency), FWP could only implement some of the liberal management tools

because the gray wolf would still be listed. Those tools are assumed to reduce livestock depredation rates

by 25% and in direct proportion to the 25% reduction in the growth rate of the wolf population.

Big Game Hunting. There is a link between big game populations, the number of hunters and hunter

days, and the overall levels of hunter expenditures in the state. However, the relationship between a

recovered wolf population, big game populations, and Montana's economy is not clear-cut. Many things

influence hunter participation, including general economic conditions, weather, demographic changes,

and changes in hunting regulations. For example, between 1996 and 2000, the number of Montana

residents purchasing elk hunting licenses declined by 21%, at a time when big game populations were

generally increasing.

Hunter numbers, hunter days, and antlerless opportunity have changed in FWP regions and individual

hunting districts where wolves were present and where wolves were not present. So far, the presence of

wolves appears to play a relatively minor role among the many factors that affect big game populations,

hunting activity, and the economy. It is difficult to isolate potential wolf impacts from the other factors.

This is particularly true at the statewide level where differences between hunting districts or regions can

be balanced by hunters shifting to other areas with better opportunity.

Therefore, across all alternatives, the economic impacts to big game hunting were estimated based on the

actual observed changes year-to-year in deer, elk, and moose hunting activity from 1990-2001 (as

measured by the long term average, +/- 1 standard deviation). FWP assumes that changes in the number

of hunters, hunter days, and antlerless permits in the future would be no greater than changes already seen

in the past. This period includes several major events, including, high hunter harvest years (e.g. 1991),

the severe winter of 1996-97, summer forest fires, major programmatic changes in mule deer

management, wolf pack activity in new areas, as well as significant increases in hunter opportunity for

antlerless elk in some areas. Even though wolves were present in Montana from 1990-2001, changes in

permits and hunter participation were driven by a host of factors including wolf predation, changes in

recruitment, overwinter survival, hunter opportunity, hunter demographics, previous hunter success,

changes in regulations, and hunter access. This combination of factors will persist into the future.

The economic analyses focus on changes in antlerless harvest opportunity for deer and elk and in the

number of hunting permits for all moose. These are the primary management tools used by FWP to

annually balance hunting pressure with ungulate population levels and to influence population trends

relative to management objectives.

Alternative 1. No Action

Because the outcome of the pending changes in federal regulations were not known at the time of

printing, the environmental consequences of this alternative were predicted as if the current federal

management policies and regulations were carried forward from 2003 to 2015. For comparison, the

environmental consequences of this and the other alternatives are presented in a summary at the end of

this chapter (Table 43).
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Biological Environment

WolfManagement .
Wolf nianagement is oriented toward achieving recovery goals and resolving

conllicts when and where they occur. Wolves in northwestern Montana would still be managed as

"endangered." Wolves in the rest of the state would be managed as "experimental, non-essential" which
allows greater management flexibility. Thus, differing agency regulations would be implemented in

different parts of the state. Management policies do not allow USFWS to proaclively adjust wolf

numbers or distribution except where there are human safety concerns or conflicts with livestock.

Instead, conllicts are usually addressed and resolved after the fad. More conflicts may occur in the future

because of higher wolf numbers and wider distribution in Montana. Wolves can be harassed or killed

through agency control actions and by private landowners through a special permit in the experimental

area. Wolves can be harassed or killed only through agency control actions in northwestern Montana.

WolfNumbers and Distribution. Approximately 854 wolves (or about 70 breeding pairs according to the

federal recovery definition) would be present in Montana in 2015. The population will fluctuate becau.se

of management actions, changes in prey density and prey distribution, disease, and intraspecific

competition. It is possible that Montanans' social tolerance for wolves could lead to USFWS control

actions that stabilize the population at a lower level or that the population will grow more slowly than

predicted. The number of wolves in the tri-state area would also increase.

Wolf distribution will probably increase as individual wolves disperse from core areas and colonize new
habitats with sufficient prey. In the absence of significant conflict, gray wolves could become established

in island mountain ranges, such as the Big and Little Snowies or even in eastern Montana. Wolves would
be allowed on FWP WMAs. This is consistent with existing FWP policies that these lands were
purchased to benefit all wildlife but that they are managed with particular attention to wintering big game.
These areas will probably always attract wolves because of the .seasonally high densities of prey. In the

absence of a state wolf plan, concerns about localized impacts could not be addressed.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and luind Management. Connectivity requirements are met because the

wolf population should provide an adequate number of dispersers that emigrate to Idaho, Canada, or

Wyoming. Furthermore, wolves coming to Montana from these other areas should have a greater chance

to join an exi.sting pack or locate other dispensers to start a new pack. Public land management activities,

whether logging, grazing, or travel management are not affected by this alternative. Exceptions could be

made for localized area closures around dens, particularly within national parks. Land managers would
change practices of their own accord at any time to meet other management objectives.

Monitoring. USFWS' s monitoring efforts tabulate breeding pairs that contribute to the recovery goal,

locate new packs, document the reproductive status of packs, and document the home range of packs

through telemetry. If the gray wolf stays listed once recovery goals are achieved, monitoring effort may
decline after documenting the minimum number of breeding pairs and demonstrating that the population

still meets the recovery goals. USFWS may also have less knowledge about pack location, home ranges,

or numbers of individuals because more monitoring effort will be required over a greater geographic area.

It will also be more difficult to maintain telemetry contact with every pack.

Prey Populations. FWP expects that both species of deer, elk, and moose will constitute the primary prey

species for wolves in Montana, but in differing proportions in different parts of the state. Although there

may be significant impacts to some populations or herd segments sporadically over time, most big horn

sheep and mountain goat populations arc not particularly vulnerable to predalion by wolves bccau.se

wolves cha.se rather than stalk their prey like mountain lions do. The rugged and steep terrain favored by

big horn sheep or mountain goats is not conducive to chasing prey over moderate to long distances.
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At the regional and statewide scale, prey populations will fluctuate through time due to all causes of

mortality (predation, natural mortality, human hunting, habitat conditions, and weather events) similar to

the historical patterns described in Chapter 2 (Existing Environment). Across broad geographic areas,

wolf predation alone is not expected to influence prey populations in the absence of more significant

environmental events. But at a localized level, prey populations may be more influenced by wolf

predation, particularly in combination with predation by other large carnivores and/or human hunting.

Predation pressure may exaggerate a population decline initiated by unfavorable weather events or even

slow population recovery, particularly if human harvest rates of antlerless animals are too high.

Localized prey populations may even stabilize at a smaller level. Wolf predation on small ungulate

populations, even if infrequent, may be more influential on population trend than for larger ungulate

population because predation may remove a greater proportion of animals. In the absence of a state wolf

management plan, USFWS would not consider mitigating those impacts to localized big game

populations through reductions in pack size. Therefore, FWP may decrease hunter opportunity,

particularly for antlerless animals in some hunting districts, since FWP is only able to manage the prey

side of the equation. At this time, FWP cannot predict if, when, or how significant those changes might

be. It is also possible that hunter opportunity for antlerless animals may increase in the future to meet

other management objectives.

Other Wildlife. Some wildlife species would benefit from implementation of this alternative because the

gray wolf is an important link in the food chain. In addition, wolf predation tends to remove old, sick, or

debilitated animals from the population, although this is not always the case because wolves also kill

young and healthy animals. Wolf kills are visited by a wide variety of scavenging species which directly

benefit from this food source on a year round basis. The presence of wolves is also thought to enhance

ecosystem functioning by changing ungulate habitat use patterns. Other wildlife species may be impacted

directly thiough predation or indirectly through competition for food resources or space. For example,

some local mountain lion populations may decline in the general vicinity of wolf pack territories. The

magnitude of these positive and negative consequences are difficult to predict, but are expected to occur

on a localized level where wolves become established. Nonetheless, FWP would have limited influence

to mitigate or enhance impacts to other wildlife because it would not be the lead agency managing the

wolf population.

ESA also directs the USFWS wolf program to consult with other USFWS recovery programs to be sure

that recovery of one species is not jeopardizing recovei^ of another. Under this alternative, these internal

consultations must continue because the wolf is still listed.

Human Environment

Social Factors. Wolf restoration has been a divisive issue among Montanans. While some Montanans

supported recovery, others opposed it. People in northwestern Montana are becoming accustomed to

wolves since they have been present going back to the mid 1980s. Elsewhere in Montana, citizens are

still adjusting to the presence of a newly introduced population. This alternative would lead to the largest

estimated wolf population of the five considered. For those individuals opposed to the presence of

wolves in Montana and/or their management by USFWS, this alternative represents the largest negative

impact on social and cultural values. Conversely, individuals supportive of wolf presence in higher

numbers and conservative management philosophies would receive the greatest positive social benefit.

Because USFWS administers the program, the diverse interests and needs of all Montanans would not

necessarily be taken into consideration or addressed in a proactive fashion. Nonetheless, USFWS would

take action to alleviate conflicts between wolves and people or livestock v,here and when they develop.
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Public Outreach. Current public outreach efforts may not adequately meet future needs as the wolf

population increases and uolvcs colonize new habitats. The federal wolf program does not have

dedicated personnel to tullill the public's need for information and educational materials. Staff biologists

fulfill this need as a part of their other assigned duties. WS may fulfill some of the increasing needs

through its technical assistance efforts with livestock producers.

Human Safety. People may encounter wolves more frequently. In the presence of an immediate threat to

themselves or another person, people could harass, injure, or kill wolves. USFWS may harass or kill

wolves that threaten human safety. Individuals who injure or kill a wolf in the absence of a direct and

immediate threat could be subject to federal prosecution. At the present time, people are not able to

defend their domestic pet if it is threatened or attacked by a wolf in the experimental area or in the

Northwestern Montana Recovery Area. USFWS could change those regulations in the future.

Private Property. USFWS did not need to restrict uses of private land to recover wolves in the northern

Rockies. Restrictions on behalf of a biologically recovered population would also be unnecessary. While

wolf use is primarily on public lands, some use of private lands does occur. Use of private lands will

undoubtedly increase in the future with increasing wolf numbers.

A larger wolf population under this alternative could result in more conflicts and a greater management

burden on private property owners, WS, or USFWS to resolve conflicts. If not under immediate voice

command, lion hounds or bird hunting dogs may be injured or killed in wolf encounters. The economic

impacts of wolf-livestock conflicts are addressed below.

Economics / Livelihoods

Livestock Depredation. Chapter 2 (Existing Environment) provides a detailed discussion of the recent

history of confirmed livestock depredation in Montana. In economic terms, the total lost value per year is

equal to the estimated number of lost animals per year times the market value of those animals. From
1986-2001, the average number of cattle and sheep killed per wolf per year was 0.154 and 0.1752,

respectively. Actual historical livestock losses to wolves may be underestimated due to the difficulty in

identifying the exact cause of death. The extent to which the number of confirmed livestock losses

underestimates total livestock losses is unknown. To account for this, probable losses were estimated at

0.093 cattle and 0.015 sheep per wolf per year, and these estimates were added to the confirmed loss

estimates. Assuming that all probable losses are actually due to wolves probably overstates actual losses.

Nonetheless, that assumption was made on account of the uncertainty about what actual losses might be.

Wolves also occasionally kill horses, llamas, or guarding dogs. These losses, while sporadic and difficult

to predict, do result in economic loss. Therefore, these economic losses are incorporated as a percentage

of the total compensation payments based on historical data.

Approximately 132 cattle and 150 sheep per year would be lost to confirmed wolf depredation. Another

79 cattle and 1 3 sheep could be lost to probable wolf depredation (Table 3 1 ). Losses to other predators

are greater than the predicted losses due to wolves, but the combined totals may be of concern. From
1990-2000. an average of 21,500 sheep and lambs per year were killed per year by coyotes in Montana

(USDA 2002). In 1995, approximately 1,100 calves were killed by coyotes (USiSa 2002). In YNP, the

coyote population was reduced by 50% in areas where wolves established territories (Crabtree and

Sheldon 1999). Outside YNP, it is not known to what extent wolves will reduce coyote populations under

the wolf densities projected by the various alternatives. It is possible that wolves could di-splace coyotes

in some areas grazed by sheep and that coyote predation on sheep may decline. However, it is not clear

whether wolves will be tolerated in sheep ranching areas.
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The average value of all cattle in Montana was $850 per head, and the average value of all sheep was $94

per head as of January 1, 2001 (Montana Agricultural Statistics Service 2002). Purebred lines may, in

fact, have a significantly higher value, while other animals may have a significantly lower value than this

average. While value per animal has declined recently, over the last 10 years it has remained relatively

stable in real dollar terms. These values are projected to remain stable in real dollar terms (corrected for

inflation) out to 2015. These values are similar, but differ slightly from actual payments from the

Defender's of Wildlife Compensation Fund because the latter are individually negotiated.

FWP predicts that in 2015, gray wolves in Montana would be responsible for about $210,499 in total

livestock depredation losses per year (confirmed, probable, and other) (Table 31). The total costs

associated with wolf depredation losses are likely to be smaller during the early years of implementation

due to a smaller wolf population. Other expenses of livestock industry include increased management

costs due to changes in husbandry practices or materials associated with improving the physical security

of animals such as night pens or electric fencing. These costs are difficult to estimate and have not been

quantified. Presumably ranchers already incur some management costs to mitigate for predator losses.

The estimated annual Uvestock depredation losses for this alternative are small compared to either the

statewide value of annual sheep and cattle production or to the level of annual livestock losses to

predators other than wolves and to natural causes. But wolf losses are not spread evenly among all

Montana livestock producers or shared by the industry as a whole. These losses are borne by individual

livestock producers and in fact, the losses may be significant in proportion to the size of the operation.

Additionally, these losses represent new, added risk to some livestock producers because of where they

are located geographically with respect to wolf distribution.

Under this alternative, livestock producers have some assurance that Defenders of Wildlife will continue

to pay for confirmed losses since the gray wolf stays listed. However, this program is provided

voluntarily and is sustained through private donations. It could be discontinued at any time. If Defenders

of Wildlife were to cover the predicted confirmed cattle and sheep losses in 2015, the cost would be about

$126,300. Other economic costs, such as probable losses or expenses from enhanced husbandry, would

still be borne by the individual livestock producer.

This alternative predicts some of the highest future cattle and sheep losses of any alternative. There may

be more wolf-livestock conflicts in the absence of a proactive management program which fine-tunes

wolf numbers and distribution. Individual livestock producers and USFWS will incur higher direct and

indirect management costs to avoid and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts. This alternative could also

foster the expectation that there should be radio collars present in every pack so they can be easily found.

Under this alternative, landowners could have a greater risk of losses in the absence of changes on their

part as wolves increase in number and distribution.

Big Game Hunting. At the statewide level, wolf management under this alternative is not expected to

cause significant changes in hunting activity beyond the increases and decreases observed since 1990.

Greater changes at the local hunting district level are more likely, but will probably be caused by a suite

of factors that includes the presence of wolves. FWP cannot predict the magnitude of local impacts.

Table 32 shows the historical variability in elk, deer, and moose hunting participation from 1990-2001 at

the statewide level. Changes between 2003 and 2015 should not exceed what is shown. Note that hunter

participation could also increase because of changes in regulations to increase harvest, thereby reducing

populations to accomplish other management goals.

115



CIIAJI KK 4: UNVIRONMKNTAI. CONSKQUENCES

Table 31. Estimated livestock losses (confirmed and probable) and the economic value of livestock and

domestic animal losses in the year 2015 for Alternative 1 (No Action).

Type of Loss



CHAITKH 4; KNVIKO.NMMNTAI, {ONSKOIIKINCKS

Table 32. Range of potential change in the number of hunters, hunter days, and opportunity for deer, elk,

and moose between 2003 and 2015 based on the historic range of variation (+/- 1 standard

deviation from the long term average 1990-2001).

Species
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Table 33. Number of licenses sold to nonresidents (NR) for a variety of deer and elk hunting

opportunities, 1990-2000.

Year
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watching visitors (or 39,000 people) enter the park by passing through West Yellowstone, Gardiner, or

Cooke City. Expenditures of $293 per nonresident visitor impHes a total nonresident expenditure in the

Montana economy of $1 1.3 million per year due to the presence of wolves in YNP (Duffieid et al. 2001 ).

While the experience of YNP and the Lamar Valley suggests that the presence of wolves in an ecosystem

can have a strong positive impact on both visitors and a local economy, predicting a similar impact

statewide is more difficult. As noted above, the Lamar Valley is a truly unique setting that allows for

easy wolf watching in one of the nation's premiere national parks. The extent to which this type of

setting and experience might be duplicated elsewhere in Montana is unknown. Despite the presence of

wolves for a number of years in northwestern Montana and the Nine Mile Valley, no significant

experience similar to that seen in YNP has developed, possibly due to the predominance of forested

terrain. A small percentage of visitors to GNP specifically seek wolf-viewing opportunities along the

western boundary, home of several wolf packs since the mid-1980s. However, most Glacier visitors

gravitate to the spectacular scenery along the Going to the Sun Road.

FWP expects wolf-viewing opportunities to have a positive impact on recreational values in Montana.

But at this point, the impact can't be quantified due to an absence of data. For example, we do not know

how changes in the number of wolves affect the odds of seeing wolves or how increasing or decreasing

viewing opportunities affect expenditures or net benefits. However, it is possible to estimate the number

of individuals that may be positively affected. Both residents and visitors enjoy wildlife viewing

experiences in Montana every year. The National Fishing and Hunting Survey reported that 341,000

residents age 16 and over (50% of Montana's population) and 51 1,000 nonresidents participated in

wildlife watching in Montana during 2001 (USFWS and U.S. Department of Commerce 2002). Relative

to the state population, the number of nonresident wildlife watching participants in Montana (74%) was

similar to the estimate for Alaska and greater than that for any other state except Wyoming.

The addition of wolf viewing to the experiential aspect of these trips should positively impact the

recreational values of many of these people. The size of the wolf population should be directly related to

the positive value accruing to the individuals would seek out wolf viewing or hearing opportunities. As

the alternative specifying the largest recovered population, the No Action Alternative would also likely

have the greatest potential to positively impact recreational values among the five alternatives examined.

FWP Fiscal Impacts

FWP is primarily funded by user fees and federal excise taxes paid by hunters and anglers. The largest

revenue source is the sale of hunting and fishing licenses. Annual license sales generate more than $30

million, $23 million of which is used for day-to-day operations. The balance is earmarked for specific

programs like hunter access, conservation easements, and maintenance of property. More than $11

million in federal funds are also allocated to Montana based on formulas that consider the number of paid

hunting and fishing license holders and the land and water area of the state.

Nonresidents are assessed higher fees than residents for hunting and angling opportunities. Montana

statutes limit the number of licenses available to nonresidents for some hunting licenses. Even though the

number of licenses sold is limited, revenues from nonresident license sales account for more than two-

thirds of FWP' s total license receipts.

How FWP revenue will be affected by each of the alternatives is an important consideration. Trends in

license sales for the general elk license and the general deer license are largely influenced by factors such

as elk or deer population status, hunter access, changing hunter demographics, or price, and not

necessarily the presence or status of a recovered wolf population. However, a recovered wolf population
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could more directly influence license sales for antlerless elk, deer B licenses, or moose. This is because

FWP uses antlerless harvest to tine-tune ungulate population numbers in relation to management

objectives. If localized deer or elk populations are negaii\ely affected by wolf predation, hunter

opportunity for antlerless animals could decrease. Conversely, if deer or elk populations were not

affected by wolf predation and actually exceeded management objectives, opportunity for antlerless

harvest would increase. Similarly, a recovered wolf population could more directly influence moose sales

because all moose hunting is limited to permit-only opportunities. It is difficult to predict how antlerless

opportunity will change in the future under this alternative.

Therefore, fiscal impacts to FWP are estimated based on the observed historic variation in statewide

licenses sales due to all causes for antlerless elk permits. Deer B licenses, and moose permits. The FWP
Commission establishes final quotas for these licenses and permits. Revenue derived from these sales

will change in proportion to the historic variation in past availability and sales from 1990-2001. Table 34

summarizes the lower and upper bounds for the number of license.s/permits that would probably be

available in 2015 and the revenue generated by selling them. Several assumptions were made and are

footnoted. A major assumption is that prices are constant in real terms. But in fact, nonresident prices

have increased significantly in the past decade.

Adniinistratiun, Funding, and Legal Status

Under this alternative, FWP's role consists of informal consultation, with limited influence over wolf

management outcomes. All decisions are made by USFWS and no significant administrative demands

are expected for FWP. USFWS decisions would be made primarily at the local level, but the northern

Rockies program is also guided by policy established within the national scope of wolf recovery.

USFWS would still be required to consult with private individuals or businesses and other federal

agencies under Section 7 of ESA.

Because the program remains with USFWS, the adequacy of future budgets is less certain. The Northern

Rockies Wolf Recovery Program would be competing again.st other national interests and priorities to

secure adequate funding and staff. Because the program is federal, budgeting is still accomplished

through Congressional appropriations. Thus, adequate staffing to meet the needs of Montanans most

directly affected by the presence of wolves is not assured. The expected shonfall in personnel and

budgets to meet those needs could be problematic for Montana, particularly as needs in Idaho and

Wyoming increase, too. WS costs will likely increase due to the higher number of wolves in more areas.

Because the gray wolf would still be protected under ESA, federal rules and regulations apply. Federal

authorities, not state authorities, would prosecute violations of federal law or regulations. However, the

gray wolf would remain listed as endangered under state law.

In addition to the existing fluctuations in license sales, FWP would incur up to $5,000 in administrative

costs associated with informal consultations with USFWS. These expenditures would come out of the

existing budget for the endangered species program. No new revenue would be generated through license

sales for regulated harvest of wolves.

Physical Environment

No impacts to air, soil, or water resources are predicted under this alternative. Vegetation may be

affected to the extent that wolf presence changes ungulate grazing patterns in localized areas (National

Research Council 2002). Although wolf hair may capture and later redistribute noxious weed seeds,

compared to other methods of seed di.spersal, this will not be significant. No archcological sites would be

disrupted by this alternative.
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Table 34. Expected variation in FWP revenue from the changes expected in statewide Hcense sales of

antlerless elk permits. Deer B licenses, and moose pemiits in 2015, based on 2002 prices.

Species
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Short Term, Long Term, and Cumulative Effects

In the short icmi, this alternative represents the status quo. Impacts are primarily associated with

livestock losses due to wolf depredation. Localized impacts to prey populations, individual outfitters, or

individual businesses may also develop in the short term. Wolf numbers and distribution would increase

in the absence of more proactive strategies. Hunter opportunity will continue to fluctuate through time

for a variety of reasons, which may include wolf predation. The fluctuations may be more significant in

localized areas due to locally high densities of wolves. The public and political debate over wolf

restoration and subsequent management may become even more conflicted because wolves would still be

listed under ESA, even though the northern Rockies population had achieved the biological recovery goal.

Wolf recovery issues in the northern Rockies would still maintain their national scope and controversy.

Federal resources utilized by the northern Rockies program would not be available for recovery efforts of

other rare or more imperiled species. Social tolerance may decline in Montana and illegal killings may
increase. The confusion over agency jurisdiction and management responsibility of an expanding

population may continue. The cumulative impacts of I^WP not preparing a management plan are borne

by the Montana citizens more so than FWP. Some citizens' interests and needs may not be met as

responsively or proactively as desired.

Mitigation

Because FWP would have very little participation in wolf management, there is little that FWP could do

to mitigate the negative impacts of this alternative directly, except to encourage USFWS to adjust the

program. Examples would be to request that USFWS increase the Montana-based staff and increase the

budget to maintain effective monitoring of the expanding population and to respond to conflicts. FWP
could also encourage USFWS to adopt more flexible regulations both for agencies and livestock

producers. Livestock producers themselves could decrease their risk of wolf depredation by adapting

certain management practices, although the risk can never be fully eliminated. USFWS and WS could

devote more effort proactively towards preventing wolf depredation on livestock. Livestock losses would

be partially mitigated by compensation payments made by Defenders of Wildlife. Defenders of Wildlife

may also cost-share a portion of the expenses associated with changes in husbandry.

FWP could more directly mitigate for localized impacts to ungulate populations by decreasing hunter

opportunity, particularly for antlerless animals. In so doing, FWP would attempt to dampen a population

decline or hasten a population increase. FWP could also augment ungulate populations from other

sources.

Irretrievable Commitments

Wolves will be present in Montana, and under this alternative, USFWS retains management authority.

That commitment is irretrievable until FWP restarts the planning process. In the mean time. USFWS
commits resources that could have otherwise been allocated to recovering other imperiled species. FWP
would commit some administrative staff time to informal consultations with USFWS that could otherwise

be devoted to other activities.

Some wolves will kill livestock. Even though wolves are not expected to have a significant effect on the

livestock industry as a whole, some livestock producers could sustain substantial losses in a given year.

The number of depredations will likely vary widely among years, but over the long term some livestock

losses will be an irreversible commitment of resources. Any compensation paid by private groups to

livestock operators will be irretrievable by the group paying the compensation.
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Alternative 2. Updated Council, FWP's Preferred Alternative

For comparison, the environmental consequences of this and the other alternatives are presented in a

summary at the end of this chapter (Table 43).

Biological Environment

Wolf Management. FWP would implement an adaptive approach to manage wolves in Montana. The

adaptive management trigger that would allow FWP to move from conservative to liberal management

tools and vice versa is 15 breeding pairs (federal recovery definition). If the wolf population increases at

the low rate, liberal management tools could be implemented starting in 2006. If the population grew at

the higher rate, liberal management tools could be implemented in 2004. It is possible that the adaptive

management trigger would be reached before 2004 or 2006, depending on how fast the population

actually grows. Wolf numbers and pack sizes would be managed proactively to meet the needs of wolves

and people. Most importantly, wolf management would be integrated into the larger wildlife program and

managed in an ecological context similar to other large carnivores. Conservation and management

measures of this alternative would secure the wolf population into the future.

To that end, some packs, such as those occurring in mixed landownership patterns interspersed with

livestock, will require more management attention. Other packs, such as those in remote public land

areas, would require less attention. Resolution of conflicts would be incremental, depending on where the

territory is located and the degree, frequency, and types of conflicts that occur with livestock, people, or

prey.

Wolves would be managed as a "species in need of management" which grants full legal protection from

indiscriminant human-caused mortality. However, wolves could still be harassed, injured, or killed

through agency control actions and by private landowners or livestock owners under certain permitted

conditions. When the number of breeding pairs exceeds 15 and it becomes biologically sustainable to do

so, FWP would introduce regulated harvest as a proactive management tool to adjust wolf numbers and

distribution in relation to their local environment.

WolfNumbers and Distribution. Approximately 328-657 wolves (or 27-54 breeding pairs according to

the federal recovery definition) would be present in Montana in 2015. This is fewer than Alternative 1

(No Action). FWP expects the population to be near the lower end of the range. It is possible that the

number would be less than 328 if the population grows more slowly than predicted. Wolf numbers will

fluctuate because of management actions, changes in prey density and distribution, disease, and

intraspecific competition. Wolf numbers will not be administratively capped, but will be managed

adaptively in keeping with solid principles of wildlife management and the factors affecting social

tolerance. This population would be secure and still allow fiexibility for FWP, without worrying about

whether the population would drop unexpectedly close to the relisting level due to unforeseen events.

Wolf distribution will increase as individual wolves disperse from core areas and colonize new habitats

with sufficient prey. Wolves will probably be distributed primarily in western, west central, and south

central Montana, although wolves could also expand their distribution into eastern Montana in the

ab.sence of significant social confiicts, much as mountain lions did over the last 20 years. For example,

wolves could become established in island mountain ranges, such as the Big and Little Snowies or even

farther east if there is an adequate prey base and little social conflict. Wolf densities would be lower

because prey densities are typically lower. Ultimately, the complex biological and .social environment,

rather than administrative zones, would guide distribution. Wolves would be encouraged on remote

public lands and integrated into mixed land ownerships. Wolves would be allowed on FWP WMAs.
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This is consistent with existing policies that these lands were purchased to benefit all wildlife, but that

they be managed with particular attention to wintering big game.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. Connectivity requirements are met because the

wolf population should provide an adequate number of dispersers that emigrate to Idaho, Canada, or

Wyoming. Furthermore, wolves coming to Montana from these other areas should have a greater chance

to join an e.xi.sting pack or locale other dispersers to start a new pack. FWP would continue to participate

in technical discussions with land management agencies and the Montana Department of Transportation

about habitat connectivity issues for wide ranging carnivore species. Public land management activities,

whether logging, grazing, or travel management are not affected by this alternative, although land

management agencies may adopt policies or make changes for other management purposes. Land
managers may adopt localized area closures around dens or rendezvous sites, particularly within national

parks. FWP would continue to work with land management agencies and private landowners on projects

to enhance wildlife habitats.

Monitoring. Through the monitoring program, FWP will ensure that the Montana population is secure

and above the recovery goal. It is also an important component of the adaptive management framework

so that FWP can evaluate the effects and outcomes of management decisions. This new information will

also improve management decisions. The monitoring program will also allow FWP to document wolf

activity in new areas as well as the status of existing packs. This in turn, will allow FWP to more closely

monitor certain ungulate populations or to coordinate more closely with land managers or private

landowners.

During the first five years of implementation, FWP will monitor the Montana wolf population and

tabulate the number of breeding pairs according to the federal recovery definition and the more general

definition of social groups (four or more traveling in winter). If the more general definition adequately

demonstrates reproduction and the security of Montana's gray wolf population and that the number of

breeding pairs in Montana satisfies the legal requirement, FWP will adopt the more general definition.

Furthermore, FAVP will reduce monitoring intensity for some packs in remote areas that have a small

likelihood of causing confiicts. This would allow personnel to focus more monitoring effort on other

packs with a higher probability for conflict. The monitoring budget would also be used more effectively

or even be decreased to meet wildlife monitoring needs for other species.

Monitoring responsibilities for boundary packs would be shared between FWP and the adjacent

jurisdiction. Additional administrative time will be required to share information or coordinate field

activities.

Prey Populations. At the regional and statewide scale, prey populations will fluctuate through time due

to all causes of mortality (e.g. predation, natural mortality, human hunting, habitat conditions, and

weather events) similar to the historical patterns described in Chapter 2 (Existing Environment). At a

localized level, prey populations may be more infiuenced by wolf predation, particularly in combination

with predation by other large carnivores. Predation pressures may exaggerate a population decline

initiated by unfavorable weather events or even slow population recovery, particularly il' human harvest

rates of anllerless animals are loo high. Localized prey populations may even stabilize al a smaller level.

Wolf predation on small ungulate populations, even if infrequent, may be more intlucnlial on population

trend than for larger ungulate populations because predation may remove a greater proportion of the herd.

Under this alternative, FWP would be able to manage gray wolves and ungulates in an integrated,

ecological manner and within the context of other environmental factors. If a local prey population were

significantly impacted by wolf predation in conjunction with other environmental factors, FWP would
consider reducing wolf pack size. If there were fewer than 15 breeding pairs, relocation would be
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considered. If there are more than 15 breeding pair, FWP will reduce pack size through liberal

management tools, which could include regulated hunting or trapping. Wolf management actions would

be paired with other corrective measures to reduce ungulate mortality or enhance recruitment such as

decreasing hunter opportunity for antlerless animals.

FWP would not significantly change the principles and philosophies guiding ungulate population

management in response to the added management authority for the gray wolf. Ungulate management

will continue to be based on the best available scientific information and the established management

objectives. FWP actions under this alternative would improve how ungulate and carnivore populations

are managed overall because monitoring programs would be improved and FWP would have management

authority for both an important predator species and its prey.

Other Wildlife. Some wildlife species would benefit from implementation of this alternative because the

gray wolf is an important link in the food chain. In addition, wolf predation tends to remove old, sick, or

debilitated animals from the population, although this is not always the case because young and healthy

animals are also vulnerable to wolf predation. Wolf kills are visited by a wide variety of scavenging

species which directly benefit from this food source on a year round basis. The presence of wolves is also

thought to enhance ecosystem functioning by changing ungulate habitat use patterns. Other wildlife

species may be impacted directly through predation or indirectly through competition for food resources

or space. For example, some local mountain lion populations may decline in the general vicinity of wolf

pack territories. The magnitude of these positive and negative consequences are difficult to predict, but

are expected to occur on a localized level where wolves become established. By having management

authority for the gray wolf, FWP could more thoroughly integrate and account for the needs of the other

wildlife species that it is charged to manage and conserve.

Human Environment

Social Factors. Wolf restoration has been a divisive issue among Montanans. While some Montanans

are supportive of wolf presence, others are totally opposed. . Still others are supportive so long as the

needs of those most affected by wolf presence are addressed and as long as the program balances the

needs of wolves and people. There are also differing opinions about who should be the lead agency and

whether wolves should stay listed in perpetuity. People in northwestern Montana have largely adjusted to

wolf presence since wolves have been in the area going back to the mid 1980s. Elsewhere in Montana,

citizens are still adjusting to the presence of a newly introduced population. The adaptive approach

outlined in this alternative would allow FWP to meet the differing management expectations and needs

that exist across the spectrum of social values. It incorporates fiexibility for landowners, livestock

producers, FWP, and provides for a secure wolf population into the future. Most importantly, Montana

citizens would have a stronger voice in wolf conservation and management in their state because the

program would be administered from a local perspective, rather than a national perspective.

By FWP assuming management responsibility, citizens that perceive wolves as a "cost" are negatively

impacted in the sense that FWT would "have to" manage wolves in order to get the species delisted. On
the other hand, citizens that perceive wolves as "neutral" or as a "benefit" could be positively affected by

the implementation of a proactive, responsive program at the state level. Either way, the alternative calls

on the public to accept the legitimacy of FWP to manage gray wolves and that wolf conservation and

management will be integrated within the context of modem scientific wildlife management.

Public Outreach. FWP would be able to increase public outreach activities beyond what is possible

under Alternative 1 (No Action) because FWP has dedicated personnel to fulfill public information and

educational needs. These personnel are also distributed throughout the state. Public awareness and

improved understanding about the conservation and management program should decrease the emotional
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controversy, improve communications with the public, increase public acceptance of the program, and

improve management decisions. The pubhc's safety would be enhanced because FWP could more

effectively provide information about the dangers of habituating wolves and safety tips about what to do

during encounters.

Human Safety. People may encounter wolves more frequently as the population increa.ses in number and

distribution. In the presence of an immediate threat to themselves or another, a person may legally harass,

injure, or kill wolves under state law. FWP, WS, or local authorities may harass or kill wolves that

threaten public safety. Individuals found to injure or kill a wolf in the absence of a direct and immediate

threat or otherwise outside the provisions of Montana law would be pro.secuted under state laws. Upon
delisting from the federal and state lists, Montanans will be able to defend their domestic dog if it is being

attacked or killed by a wolf. Overall, public safety will be enhanced through timely agency response and

discouragement of wolf habituation.

Private Property. FWP does not intend to restrict private property uses to manage a recovered wolf

population. While wolf use is primarily on public lands, some use of private lands does occur. Use of

private lands will undoubtedly increase in the future with increasing wolf numbers. FWP acknowledges

that wolves will use public lands in close proximity to private property. Use of private lands will increase

in the future with increasing wolf numbers, and conflicts may occur more frequently.

FWP would proactively work with landowners to address their concerns about wolf use or to provide

technical assistance. FWP and WS would attempt to remove problem wolves in a timely, efficient

manner according to the adaptive management tools outlined in this alternative. Resolution may result in

the harassment or killing of wolves by agencies or by the landowner, under certain permitted conditions.

In some circumstances, wolves could be injured or killed by private citizens in defense of livestock or

domestic dogs. If not under immediate voice command, lion hounds or bird hunting dogs may be injured

or killed in wolf encounters. The economic impacts of wolf-livestock conflicts are addressed below.

Economics / Livelihoods

Livestock Depredation. Approximately 328-657 wolves would be present in Montana in 2015. Liberal

management tools would be implemented in 2006 if the population grew at the lower rate. If the

population grew at the higher rate, liberal tools would be implemented in 2004. Liberal management
tools are specifically intended to decrease livestock depredations and allow livestock owners to harass

wolves opportunistically, kill wolves caught attacking, killing, or threatening their stock, or receive a

special kill permit to remove a wolf or wolves causing chronic conflicts. Because of this increased

flexibility for livestock producers, FWP expects the depredation rate under this alternative to be about one

half of historical depredation rates. Additionally, adaptive management of the overall wolf population,

combined with removal of problem wolves, should result in lower livestock losses and greater social

tolerance (see Haight el al. 2002). The increased emphasis on working with landowners proactively to

minimize the risk of depredation is intended to decrease the overall losses.

Approximately 25-51 cattle and 29-58 sheep would be lo.st to confirmed wolf depredation in 2015.

Another 16-.31 cattle and .^-5 sheep could be tallied as probable wolf depredation (Table .^5). These

numbers reflect the assumption that liberal management tools would reduce the potential losses by 50%,
compared to the losses per wolf in Alternative I (No Action). Liberal tools may actually reduce the

potential more or less than 50%. These los.ses are less than tho.se predicted under Alternative 1 (No

Action). FWP and WS would proactively work to minimize the potential for depredatiiMi through

technical assistance. Losses are likely to be less during the early years of implementation because the

wolf population would be smaller.
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Whenever the adaptive management trigger of 15 breeding pairs is exceeded, FWP intends to implement

a variety of more liberal management tools. These include regulated harvest to help proactively manage

total wolf numbers in the population (and the number of wolves per pack by default) and removal of

problem animals. These tools are paired with the increased work by FWP, WS, and others to provide

technical assistance to private landowners to minimize their risks to the extent possible. These strategies

combined reduced depredation by at least 70% and decreased economic losses in a computer simulation

model examining a variety of animal damage control strategies for wolves in the Great Lakes (Haight et

al. 2002). FWP does not believe that field results in Montana would mimic computer-generated results.

However, the results of the study did suggest that the combination of voluntary proactive changes to

agricultural practices, in combination with proactive agency management of the number of wolves in the

population, and removal of depredating wolves would reduce depredation losses significantly.

Montana Agricultural Statistics Service (2002) reports that, as of January 1, 2001, the average value of all

cattle in Montana was $850 per head. Sheep averaged $94 per head. Purebred lines may, in fact, have a

significantly higher value, while other animals may have a significantly lower value. The predicted

economic loss for confirmed livestock depredation, probable depredation, and loss of other domestic

animals is $40,935 - $81,770 (Table 35). This is less than the predicted economic losses for Alternative 1

(No Action). Adaptive management of the overall wolf population, combined with removal of problem

wolves, should decrease economic losses (see Haight et al. 2002). Livestock producers may incur other

expenses, including increased management costs due to changes in husbandry practices or materials to

improve the physical security of animals (e.g. night pens). These costs are difficult to estimate and have

not been quantified. Presumably, livestock producers already incur some management costs to mitigate

for predator losses.

The estimated annual livestock depredation losses for this alternative are small compared to either the

statewide value of annual sheep and cattle production or to the level of annual livestock losses to

predators other than wolves and to natural causes. But wolf losses are not spread evenly among all

Montana livestock producers or shared by the industry as a whole. These losses are borne by individual

livestock producers and the losses may, in fact, be significant in proportion to the size of the operation.

And, these losses represent a new, added risk to some individual livestock producers, depending on where

they are geographically in relation to wolf pack territories. Under this alternative, livestock producers are

assured that FWP will work toward securing a source of compensation funding or livestock insurance.

Big Game Hunting. Same as Alternative 1 (No Action), but localized impacts expected to be less

significant.

Regional Economic Activity . Same as Alternative 1 (No Action), but localized changes expected to be

less.

Outfitting Industry . Same as Alternative 1 (No Action), but localized impacts expected to be less

significant.

Recreational Values

Hunting Values . Same as Alternative I (No Action), but localized impacts expected to be less significant.

Wildlife Viewing and Recreational Trip Values . Same as Alternative 1 (No Action).
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Table 35. Estimated livestock losses (confirmed and probable) and the economic value of livestock and

domestic animal losses in the year 2015 for Alternative 2 (Updated Council). The columns may
not .sum, due to rounding.

Type of Loss
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Table 36. Implementation budget for Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Division / Activity
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Many new wolf management activities fall within existing duties and responsibilities already carried out

by FWP or WS. But, some activities would clearly add to existing responsibilities and workloads. Some

wildlife biologists, for example, would have new wolf monitoring responsibilities. Some segments of the

public will expect the same intense level of monitoring and wolf control currently carried out by the

USFWS and WS. FWP field wardens would now investigate potential illegal wolf mortalities. Other

changes for wardens and/or biologists may include: working with landowners to address concerns,

handling or referring livestock damage calls, responding to wolf sightings and perceived threats to public

safety, increased ungulate monitoring effort, addressing hunter concerns and complaints associated with

wolves, and responding to reports of injured or road-killed wolves. The FWP Wildlife Laboratory will

experience an increased workload associated with processing wolf carcasses, fulfilling wolf health and

disease surveillance responsibilities, and filling educational requests. Existing budget and personnel

resources cannot absorb this expansion.

Because FWP needs supplemental sources of funding to implement this alternative, it would be working

to secure the funding while the gray wolf is still listed. FWP will pursue all possible funding sources

including, but not limited to public/private foundations, federal or slate appropriations, and other private

sources.

State laws and FWP administrative rules would now guide management and establish the legal

framework. The gray wolf would be removed from the state's endangered species list and reclassified as

a "species in need of management." FWP would seek state legislation to make the unlawful taking of a

gray wolf a misdemeanor and to include the species under the restitution section of MCA 87-1-1 1 1.

These changes would allow more effective law enforcement and serve as a greater deterrent to

indiscriminant killing. These changes would be consistent with how black bears and mountain lions are

treated in Montana statute.

Physical Environment

Same as Alternative 1 (No Action).

Short Term, Long Term, and Cumulative Effects

During the first five years after delisting, FWP will implement the program but will be overseen by

USFWS. Ongoing informal consultation may be required as FWP personnel gain more experience with

wolves. The public will also be making that transition as well. Wolf numbers will probably increase and

so will wolf distribution. Localized impacts to prey populations, individual outfitters, or individual

businesses may also develop in the short term. Hunter opportunity will still continue to fluctuate for a

variety of reasons, which may include wolf predation. Livestock losses to wolves will still be

documented and increased management costs will still affect individual producers. Over the long term,

gray wolves should become more accepted in Montana because the management program is flexible,

responsive, and adaptive to people and the wolf population. Conflicted public debate and controversy

should decrease because the program is guided by local interests, while still meeting our legal

responsibility to maintain a viable population into the future.

Mitigation

One benefit of an adaptive management approach is that it allows FWP to manage the Montana wolf

population with a fair degree of flexibility to meet different needs and expectations. To that end, many of

the management tools within this alternative are designed to mitigate the potential for negati\e impacts of

a recovered population while, at the same time, maximizing the benefits to the degree possible in a
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complex environment. The management tools could be applied locally or across a larger area. Wolf

numbers and distribution can be adjusted locally to address specific needs, mitigate impacts, or resolve

chronic conflicts. Concerns about ungulate populations can also be addressed through the tools identified

in this alternative, including enhanced monitoring effort where wolves are established.

Mitigation for the economic losses to individual livestock producers would be enhanced by the increased

flexibility and innovative approaches to deter livestock depredations. Providing producers with the

flexibility to defend their livestock if a wolf is attacking it, or to receive a special kill permit to resolve a

conflict themselves mitigates livestock losses to some degree, but does not eliminate them entirely.

Economic losses would still be mitigated to some extent because the State of Montana would create an

entity to administrator a compensation program, although it would be funded and independent from FWP.

In addition. Defenders of Wildlife or a livestock insurance program could also help address economic

costs to individual livestock producers for losses or increased management costs. Adequate funding from

outside sources should alleviate most potential FWP fiscal impacts.

Irretrievable Commitments

Under this alternative, FWP would make a commitment to conserve and manage the gray wolf and

integrate it within the wildlife program. That commitment would be irretrievable in the sense that I^WP

does not intend to default on its legal responsibilities to maintain a secure viable population in the future.

By assuming the leadership role for wolf management, FWP would be committing staff and financial

resources to fulfill the needs of the program. Those resources would be partially unavailable to other

program areas to the extent that responsibilities and activities don't overlap.

The adaptive management tools within this alternative will mitigate to a large degree many potentially

irretrievable commitments of resources or changes in resource status. However, some wolves will kill

livestock. Even though wolves are not expected to have a significant effect on the livestock industry, a

few livestock producers could sustain substantial losses in a given year. The number of depredations will

likely vary widely among years, but over the long term some livestock losses will be an irreversible

commitment of resources. Any compensation paid by private groups to livestock operators will be

irretrievable by the group paying the compensation.

Alternative 3. Additional Wolf

For comparison, the environmental consequences of this and all the alternatives are presented in a

suimnary at the end of this chapter (Table 43).

Biological Environment

WolfManagement . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council), but FWP's adaptive management

approach increases from 15 to 20 the number of breeding pairs (according to the federal recovery

definition) that would signal a change from conservative to liberal management tools and vice versa.

Because the trigger is raised to 20 breeding pairs under this alternative, it will take longer for the wolf

population to reach the trigger compared to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). If the wolf population

increases at the low rate, liberal management tools could be implemented starting in 2008. If the

population grew at the higher rate, liberal management tools could be implemented in 2006.
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WolfNumbers and Distribution . The statewide population is predicted to be 365-807 wolves (or 30-66

breeding pairs according to the federal recovery definition) in 2015. This is more than Alternative 2

(Updated Council). It is possible that there would be fewer wolves if the population grows more slowly

than predicted. This population would be secure and still allow adequate management flexibility for FWP
without worrying about whether the population would drop unexpectedly close to the relisting level due

to unforeseen events. Wolf distribution would be the .same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and iMnd Management. Most environmental consequences are the same as

for Alternative 2 (Updated Council). As a result of increasing the adaptive management trigger to 20

breeding pair, the overall population would be larger and dispersal events should be more frequent.

Therefore connectivity among the wolf sub-populations in Canada, Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming should

be enhanced above Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Monitoring. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Prey Populations. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Prey populations are expected to fluctuate

through time as described previously. FWP would not change how ungulates are managed in response to

the added management authority for the gray wolf. However, under this alternative, more wolves would

be present in the population. Therefore, ungulate monitoring efforts would be increased over what was
described for Alternative 2.

Other Wildlife. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Human Environment

Social Factors. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). But to address the social factors surrounding a

state wolf management program, FWP proposes to host an annual workshop and interagency coordination

meeting rather than appoint a "standing council." One annual event would be less expensive than

multiple meetings throughout the year, so FWP would realize a modest decrease in administrative costs.

FWP and other agencies or jurisdictions with overlapping interests could modify management strategies.

Communication would be improved between agencies and the public, and more Montanans could be

involved in crafting solutions to shortcomings of the program. Some administrative work would be

required to organize the meeting as well as to follow up on meeting outcomes and/or implementation.

Public Outreach. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Human Safety. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Private Property. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Economics / Livelihoods

Livestock Depredation. Most of the environmental consequences are the same as Alternative 2 (Updated

Council). Owing to the larger wolf population and the 1-2 year delay in implementing liberal

management tools, FWP predicts that both confirmed and probable livestock los.ses will be slightly higher

compared to Alternative 2 (Updated Council) but lower than Alternative 1 (No Action). Approximately

28-62 cattle and 32-71 sheep would be lost to confirmed wolf depredation in 2015. Another 17-38 cattle

and 3-6 sheep would be lost lo probable wolf depredation (Table 37). These numbers reficct the

a.ssumption thai liberal management tools would reduce the potential losses by 50%, compared to the

losses per wolf for Alternative I (No Action). Liberal tools may actually reduce the potential by more or
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less than 50%. FWP and WS would work even more proactively than outhned for Alternative 2 to

minimize the potential risk of depredations through technical assistance. Losses are likely to be less than

this amount during the early years of implementation because the wolf population would be smaller.

The predicted economic loss for confirmed losses, probable losses and the loss of other domestic animals

is $44,917-599,736 (Table 37). This is less than Alternative 1 (No Action), but more than Alternative 2

(Updated Council). Adaptive management of the overall wolf population, combined with removal of

problem wolves, should decrease the number of livestock killed and the resulting economic losses (see

Haight et al. 2002). The increased emphasis on working with landowners proactively to nunimize the risk

of depredation is intended to decrease the overall losses.

Whenever the adaptive management trigger of 20 breeding pairs is exceeded, FWP intends to implement

a variety of liberal management tools. These include regulated harvest to help proactively manage total

wolf numbers in the population (and the number of wolves per pack by default) and removal of problem

animals. These tools are paired with the increased work by FWP, WS, and others to provide technical

assistance to private landowners to minimize their risks to the extent possible. These strategies combined

reduced depredation by at least 70% and decreased economic losses in a computer simulation model

examining a variety of animal damage control strategies for wolves in the Great Lakes (Haight et al.

2002). FWP does not believe that field results in Montana would mimic computer-generated results.

However, the results of the study did suggest that the combination of voluntary proactive changes to

agricultural practices, in combination with proactive management of the number of wolves in the

population, and removal of depredating wolves would reduce depredation losses significantly.

The estimated annual livestock depredation losses for this alternative are small compared to either the

statewide value of annual cattle and sheep production or to the level of annual livestock losses to

predators other than wolves and to natural causes. But wolf losses are not spread evenly among all

Montana livestock producers or shared by the industry as a whole. These losses are borne by individual

livestock producers and the losses may in fact, be significant in proportion to the size of the operation.

Furthermore, these losses represent a new added risk to some individual livestock producers, depending

on where they are geographically with respect to wolf pack territories.

Under this alternative, FWP would not actively promote or facilitate creation of an entity to fund and

administer a compensation program should the private programs be discontinued. Defenders of Wildlife,

another private organization, or even a livestock insurance program may still compensate livestock

producers for their losses. Therefore, economic losses to individual producers would only decrease to the

extent that FWP's management program decreased the number of depredation incidents or decreased

other expenses incurred by changing husbandry practices.

Big Game Hunting. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Regional Economic Activity . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Outfitting Industry . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Recreational Values.

Hunting Values . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Wildlife Viewing and Recreational Trip Values . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council)
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Table 37. Estimated livestock losses (confirmed and probable) and the economic value of livestock and

domestic animal losses in the year 2015 for Alternative 3 (Additional WolO- The columns may

not sum, due to rounding.

Type of Loss
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Mitigation

Mitigation for this alternative is similar to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Mitigation for the increased

economic losses to individual livestock producers would be enhanced by the increased flexibility and

innovative approaches to deter livestock depredations.

Irretrievable Commitments

Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). In the absence of a compensation program, the economic

losses are irretrievable.

Table 38. Implementation budget for Alternative 3 (Additional Wolf). Asterisk denotes a change from

the budget for Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Division / Activity
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Alternative 4. Minimum Wolf

For comparison, the environmental consequences of this and the other alternatives are presented in a

summary at the end of this chapter (Table 43).

Biological Environment

WolfManagement . FWP would implement an aggressive program that manages the gray wolf at the

minimum legal requirements. Although many of the management tools would be the same as for

Alternatives 2 (Updated Council) and 3 (Additional Wolf), they would not be implemented adaptively.

Aggressive WS control actions, coupled with landowner removals would keep the population at the

minimum level to avoid relisting. Private landowners would have more responsibility for control work on

their property. Wolves would be harassed more routinely and killed more often than for the other

alternatives. Regulated harvest would not be implemented consistently over time because aggressive wolf

control by landowners and by WS is expected to keep wolf numbers low. Wolf packs near national parks

would be managed more conservatively than other packs in the state, as an added measure of security that

some natural dispersal could occur. FWP would apply the more strict federal definition of a breeding pair

(federal recovery definition) because the program goal is to maintain the minimum number to prevent

reli.sting. FWP would have less flexibility to adjust management in that every wolf or pack would be an

important contribution to the total population because the population would be close to the minimum
required.

Gray wolves would be managed as a "species in need of management" which grants full legal protection

from indiscriminant killing. However, significant wolf mortality may be necessary through the provision

for special kill permits issued to landowners and through WS control actions to maintain wolf numbers
near the cap. FWP would issue special kill permits at the level necessai-y to achieve enough mortality to

maintain the population at the capped, minimum level. The species would not be integrated into the

wildlife program in the context of modem scientific wildlife management, but would instead be treated

separate and distinct.

WolfNumbers and Distribution. Approximately 154 wolves would be present in Montana in 2015,

which could be about 13 breeding pairs according to the federal recovery definition. It is the fewest of

any alternative. If the number of wolves were greater at the time of actual delisting, FWP would
accelerate control actions by WS or by private landowners and utilize a licensed hunting/trapping

program to decrease the population until it was at the minimum. Total wolf numbers could fluctuate

because of management actions, changes in prey densities, or intraspecific competition. The future

population should be secure, but so close to the margin that it could drop below relisting criteria in the

face of unexpected environmental events. If that should occur, FWP would ha\e limited management
flexibility and most management/control activities would be non-lethal.

Wolf distribution would be limited to western Montana by control actions. Wolves would be strongly

discouraged in central and eastern Montana, on private lands, and on FWP WMAs. In western Montana,

wolf distribution may ultimately be limited to federal public lands and national parks.

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management . Connectivity requirements would be met
marginally and would have to be maintained by periodically relocating wolves. This tool is expensive,

and it has had mixed success in the past. Connectivity of the tri-state population with Canada would

occur because of more conservative management in northwest Montana. Public land management
activities, whether logging, grazing, or travel management are not affected by this alternative, although

managers may adopt policies or make changes for other purposes. Some land managers may adopt
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localized area closures around den or rendezvous sites, especially within national parks. FWP would not

invest much effort in coordinating with land managers or private landowners on wildlife habitat projects

that would benefit wolves.

Monitoring. FWP will monitor the population to ensure that it is secure and above the recovery goal.

Telemetry would be required to a greater extent under this alternative, and it will increase monitoring

costs compared to the other alternatives. Monitoring efforts themselves must be very precise and reliable

because it will be important to document every pack and its reproductive status to determine whether it

could be tallied as a breeding pair. Wolves would be captured and handled more frequently to maintain

telemetry contact with each pack. Significant effort must be committed to achieve the intensity required

to document that Montana is meeting the minimum requirements.

Prey Populations. At the regional and statewide scale, prey populations will fluctuate through time due

to all causes of mortality and environmental factors similar to the historical patterns described in Chapter

2. At the localized level, wolf predation may still influence prey populations, particularly in combination

with environmental factors. Because so few wolves would be on the landscape, fewer localized impacts

are expected. Overall, aggressive wolf management philosophies would benefit prey populations across a

broader area because wolf predation on prey would be less under this alternative in that fewer wolves

would exist on the landscape. Because there would be fewer wolf packs, ungulate monitoring would not

be increased.

Other Wildlife. Species such as scavengers that benefit from wolf presence in an ecosystem would not

benefit as much from this alternative compared to the others. Those species that may compete with

wolves for food or space would be less impacted by this alternative.

Human Environment

Social Factors. Wolf restoration has been a divisive issue among Montanans. Those citizens opposed to

wolf presence would benefit the most by this alternative. Citizens who are supportive or neutral may be

impacted by the minimal wolf management philosophy. By not taking an adaptive approach, FWP would

not meet the differing conservation and management expectations and interests that exist across the

spectrum of social values. While Montana citizens would have a stronger voice in wolf management in

their state because the program would be administered from a local perspective, FWP would not be able

to address all the local interests. In addition, because FWP management flexibility could be constrained

by the low wolf numbers, some management decisions may not be entirely satisfactory in light of the

need to maintain enough breeding pairs to prevent relisting.

Public Outreach. A significant component of public outreach would consist of working with private

landowners to achieve management objectives and to notify them when wolves are in the area. This role

would partially be filled by biologists or wardens and partially by information officers distributed around

the state. The public outreach to inform landowners and the public about wolf pack activities or

whereabouts may increase the public's sense of safety. Significant public outreach may also be required

to explain the program and its purposes.

Human Safety. Under this alternative, people would encounter wolves less frequently. There should be

fewer encounters between wolves and lion hounds or bird hunting dogs. Other impacts would be the

same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Private Property. FWP does not intend to restrict private property uses to manage a recovered wolf

population. While wolf use is primarily on public lands, some use of private lands does occur. Use of

private lands will increase in the future with increasing wolf numbers, and conflicts may occur more
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frequently. Any conflicts on private property would be resolved with aggressive management tools, not

incrementally through adaptive management as described under Alternative 2 (Updated Council). In the

ca.se of livestock, this would be accomplished either by WS or by the landowner through special kill

permits. Management tools would be implemented specifically to di.scourage wolf u.se of private

property. The economic impacts of wolf-livestock conflicts are addressed below.

Economics / Livelihoods

Livestock Depredation. This alternative predicts that there will be about 154 wolves in Montana in 2015.

FWP expects that the historic per wolf depredation rate would be reduced by 75% from the estimate used

for Alternative 1 (No Action). Approximately six cattle and seven sheep would be lost annually to

confirmed wolf depredation. Four cattle and one sheep could be tallied as probable depredation (Table

39). Losses may be greater in the early years of implementation if more wolves are in the population.

Montana Agricultural Statistics Service (2002) reports that, as of January I, 2001, the average value of all

cattle in Montana was $850 per head. Sheep averaged $94 per head. Purebred lines may. in fact, have a

significantly higher value, while other animals may be a lower than average value. The predicted

economic loss is $5,758 for confirmed depredation, $3,494 for probable depredation, and $752 for other

domestic animals (Table 39). Livestock producers may incur other expenses, including increased

management costs due to changes in husbandry practices or materials to improve the physical security of

animals. These costs are difficult to estimate and have not been quantified. Presumably, livestock

producers already incur some management costs to mitigate for predator losses.

The estimated annual livestock depredation losses for this alternative are small compared to either the

statewide value of annual cattle and sheep production or to the level of annual livestock losses to

predators other than wolves and to natural causes. But wolf losses are not spread evenly among all

Montana livestock producers or shared by the industry as a whole. These losses are borne by individual

livestock producers and the losses may in fact, be significant in proportion to the size of the operation.

Furthermore, these losses represent a new added risk to some individual livestock producers, depending
on where they are geographically located with respect to wolf pack territories.

This alternative does not include a compensation program because landowners and livestock producers

are able to aggressively manage situations on their private properties through special kill permits provided

by FWP. On public lands, livestock producers could kill a wolf it is attacking, killing, or threatening their

livestock. Aggressive management tools should limit livestock depredation to the lowest levels of any
alternative. In another sense, this alternative places the highest management burden on private property

owners and livestock producers to carry out a significant amount of control work-which is a different

type of cost to them.

Big Game Hunting. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Regional Economic Activity . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Outfitting Industry . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Recreational Values.

Hunting Values . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council)
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Wildlife Viewing and Recreational Trip Values. FWP expects wolf-viewing opportunities to have a

positive impact on recreational values in Montana. But at this point, the impact can't be quantified due to

a lack of data. For example, it's unknown how changes in the number of wolves affects the odds of

seeing wolves or how increasing or decreasing viewing opportunities affect expenditures or net benefits.

The addition of wolf viewing should positively impact the recreational values of many citizens and

visitors to Montana. The size of the wolf population should be directly related to the positive value

accruing to the individuals who value and would seek out wolf viewing or hearing opportunities. As the

alternative specifying the lowest recovered population, it would also likely have the least potential to

positively impact recreational values of the five alternatives examined.

FWP Fiscal Impacts

Fiscal impacts describe the changes in revenue from license sales, the cost of implementing the program,

and the potential sources of revenue to fund it. License revenue from antlerless elk permits, deer B
licenses, and moose permits would vary by $220,313 annually, the same as for the other alternatives.

FWP's projected budget to implement this alternative is $821,925. FWP would implement this

alternative through special federal appropriations, which would be the sole funding source.

Table 40 represents a budget to implement this alternative. It illustrates increased costs to FWT for an

intensive wolf monitoring program, the higher administrative costs for increased coordination with

adjacent states and USFWS, and increased costs to administer the special kill permit system, and

landowner contact. Ungulate monitoring would not be enhanced because so few wolves would be

present. WS funding would decrease because private landowners would carry more responsibility. There

would be no compensation program. While this budget is FWP's best projection of the resources

required, FWP cannot assess its accuracy until the agency actually assumes management authority and

implements this alternative. Some components may not be captured fully by this budget. There may also

be costs that could not be predicted at this time or were unforeseen.

Table 39. Estimated livestock losses (confirmed and probable) and the economic value of livestock and

domestic animal losses in the year 2015 for Alternative 4 (Minimum Wolf). The number of

animals is rounded to the nearest whole number.

Type of Loss
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Administration, Funding, and Legal Status

Under this alternative. FWP would be the lead agency, and WS would still be an important cooperator. A
great deal of coordination would be required between FWP and WS. Idaho, Wyoming, tribal authorities,

NPS, and USFWS. Private landowners would be administering a significant aspect of the program in that

their actions will help manage wolf numbers and distribution. This would require greater effort on their

part. Individual landowners would make more decisions on how management is implemented in local

situations. To that end, landowners' discretionary decisions would significantly influence outcomes. For

FWP and WS, many new wolf management activities fall within existing duties and responsibilities

already carried out. However, .some activities would clearly add to existing responsibilities and

workloads. Existing resources would not be adequate.

State laws and FWP administrative rules would guide management and establish the legal framework.

The gray wolf would be removed from the state's endangered species list and reclassified as a "species in

need of management." Management regulations would be drafted to reflect the aggressive management

philosophies described. Even though the gray wolf would be legally protected from an "open season",

wolves would be treated differently from how other large carnivores are managed in that the inherent

value is not recognized.

Physical Environment

Same as Alternative 1 (No Action).

Short Term, Long Term, and Cumulative Effects

FWP will implement the program, in conjunction with WS, but will be closely supervised by USFWS.
Overall, agency flexibility to respond to anticipated and unanticipated situations would be con.strained to

a large degree because every wolf and pack is a valuable contribution to the Montana population. FWP
and WS would also be closely scrutinized by Idaho and Wyoming authorities to ensure that a drop in

Montana wolf numbers would not jeopardize the tri-state population.

Wolf numbers will probably increase and so will wolf distribution in the first few years, until control

activities bring numbers back down to the delisting level. Localized impacts to prey populations,

individual outfitters, or individual businesses may also develop in the short term but are expected to

diminish with time. Hunter opportunity will continue to fluctuate. Livestock losses to wolves will still be

documented and affect individual producers, but those impacts will be minimal. Landowners and

livestock producers would be more closely scrutinized because their participation is a significant part of

the program. Licensed hunters and trappers would not be able to regularly participate in wolf

conservation and management in Montana.

In the long run, it may not actually be possible to effectively cap wolf numbers and limit wolf

distribution. A significant amount of mortality may be required and that level may not be completely

achievable or socially acceptable. On the other hand, Montana's portion of the tri-state population could

drop below the minimum level, thereby risking the po.ssibility that the species would be li.sted again and

once again managed by USFWS in Montana. In the absence of a proactive program that responds to

people and wolves, management efforts may not be efficiently focused or effective. Because the program

would be funded strictly by federal money, it may be held to a higher standard and more .stringent

accountability during USFWS oversight of FWP's federal aid program. All of f^P's matching federal

funds could be jeopardized if those standards were not met.
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In a cumulative sense, wolf conservation and management in Montana will become increasing

controversial because, given the lack of an adaptive approach, not all interests and needs would met in a

balanced, responsive way. By managing wolves as close to a legally-defined predator as possible, FWP
would ignore a segment of the public that is either supportive or neutral towards wolf presence in

Montana and the idea thai the gray wolf could be integrated in a modern wildlife program and managed

similar to black bears or mountain lions.

Table 40. Implementation budget for Alternative 4 (Minimum WolO- Asterisk denotes a change from the

budget for Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Division / Activity
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program before relisting becomes necessary. Reintroducing wolves from Canada or other adjacent states

could augment (he Montana population. FWP could also mitigate that impact by modifying specific

aspects of how this alternative is implemented. FWP could manage more conservatively or issue fewer

permits to private landowners. These same measures would also mitigate for the constraints this

alternative places on FWP.

Irretrievable Commitments

In the future, wolves will be present in Montana. FWP would make the commitment to maintain the

population. That commitment would be irretrievable in the sense that FWP does not intend to default on

its legal responsibilities to maintain a viable, but small population. By assuming the lead role for wolf

management, FWP would be committing staff and financial resources to fulfill the needs of the program.

Those resources would be partially unavailable to other program areas to the extent that responsibilities

don't overlap. Some wolves will still kill livestock. Even though wolves are not expected to have a

measurable effect on the livestock industry, a few producers could sustain substantial los.ses in a given

year. The number of depredations will be small, but irretrievable nonetheless.

Alternative 5. Contingency

In order to estimate the environmental consequences. FWP assumed that the proposed reclassification

rules proposed by USFWS would be adopted. For compari.son, the environmental consequences of this

and the other alternatives are presented in a summary at the end of this chapter (Table 43).

Biological Environment

WolfManagement . The consequences would be similar to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). FWT would

implement an adaptive program with a 15-breeding pair trigger to move from conservative to liberal tools

and vice versa. FWP would have the tlexibility to implement most provisions outlined in Alternative 2,

but all FWT management options and decisions would be guided by federal regulations until the gray

wolf was fully delisted in the northern Rockies. If the wolf population increa.ses at the low rate of growth,

liberal management tools would be available in 2006. If the population grew at the higher rate, liberal

tools would be available starting in 2004.

The proactive provisions of this alternative would be emphasized to a much greater degree than under

Alternative I (No Action, USFWS authority). FWP would have more personnel resources from which to

draw because personnel are distributed more widely than USFWS personnel. Furthermore, because

federal rules are more restrictive about the conditions under which wolves could be harassed or killed,

proactive strategies become increasingly more important. Emphasizing proactive strategies earlier on

may dampen or avoid future conflicts. Wolves could still be harassed or killed in certain circumstances.

Special kill permits will be available to landowners, but the permits would be provisioned according to

federal rules. Nonetheless, fewer wolves would probably be harassed or killed under this alternative than

for Alternative 2 (Updated Council) because certain provisions of state law allowing defense of property

would not be allowed. Defense of property would be guided by federal laws.

Numbers and Distribution . Between 421 and 1,167 (or 35-95 breeding pairs according to the federal

definition) could be present in Montana in 2015 under this alternative. FWP expects the population to be

closer to the low end of the range, which is fewer than for Alternative I (No Action), but more than

Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. This result could be expected since not all liberal management tools would be

available to FWP until delisting is fully complete. It is possible that there would be fewer wolves if the

142



CHAFrcR 4: KNVIR{>NMENTAr> CONSEQliENCIuS

population grows more slowly than predicted. The population could be higher if the management tools

that FWP could implement didn't slow population growth to the extent assumed for this EIS. This

population would be secure and still provide the maximum management fiexibility allowed under federal

regulations. FWP would not expect the population to drop unexpectedly close to the relisting level, but it

will fluctuate through time.

Wolf distribution would be the same as for Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Wolf Habitat, Connectivity, and Land Management. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Monitoring. Same as Alternative 2(Updated Council).

Prey Populations. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). However, in circumstances where reliable

data indicate that wolves are disproportionately affecting a local prey population, FWP would not be able

to adjust the wolf-prey balance using regulated wolf harvest. Instead, FWP could only use wolf

relocation techniques and adjust human hunter opportunity for ungulates to address the situation.

Other Wildlife. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Human Environment

Social Factors. In most respects, the consequences of this alternative would be similar to Alternative 2

(Updated Council). One important difference is that the gray wolf would still be listed under ESA. FWP
can still implement an adaptive program and respond to the needs of people and wolves in most ways

desired. However, FWP could not implement all the management tools that are included in Alternative 2

(Updated Council).

This alternative could be a reasonable interim step in the event that wolf delisting is delayed for an

extended period of time. It provides a mechanism for FWP to carry out day to day wolf management.

Because it is adaptive, it would allow FWP to meet the differing management expectations and needs that

exist across the spectrum of social values. For some citizens, FWP may fulfill these needs and

expectations more effectively. Other citizens may not agree, believing that federal authorities alone

should manage species listed under ESA. Still others may believe the federal government should manage

wolves in perpetuity. This alternative would call on the public to accept the legitimacy of FWP to

manage gray wolves while the species is still officially listed under ESA.

Public Outreach. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council). Some additional effort would be required

initially to inform the public about the rules and regulations, as FWP would be assuming management
authority of a listed species from USFWS.

Human Safety. Same as Alternative I (No Action). FWP would implement the federal regulations

pertaining to defense of human life. Under federal regulations, wolves could be harassed or killed in

defense of human life in the presence of an immediate and direct threat. Federal regulations would also

permit harassment or lethal control of a wolf if it is a demonstrable, but not immediate threat to human
life or safety. There is a 24-hour reporting requirement.

Private Property. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).
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Economics / Livelihoods

Livestock Depredation. This alternative predicts that there will be about 42 1 -
1 . 1 67 wolves in Montana in

2015. FWP expects that a greater emphasis on proactive strategies would reduce the historic depredation

rate by 25*^, although this is a smaller percentage than Alternative 2 (Updated council) because not all

liberal tools would be available. Approximately 49-135 cattle and 55-153 sheep would be lost to

confirmed depredation (Table 41 ). About 29-81 cattle and 5-13 sheep could be lost to probable

depredation. The predicted economic loss for confirmed depredation is $46,820 - $129,132. Economic

loss due to probable depredation is $25,120 - $70,072. Economic losses for other domestic animals could

be $5,849 -$16,195 (Table 41).

Livestock producers may incur other costs, including increased management costs due to changes in

husbandry practices or materials to improve the physical security of animals. These costs are difficult to

estimate and have not been quantified. Presumably livestock producers already incur some management

costs to mitigate for predator loss.

The estimated annual livestock depredation losses for this alternative are small compared to either the

statewide value of annual cattle and sheep production or to the level of annual livestock losses to

predators other than wolves and to natural causes. But wolf losses are not spread evenly among all

Montana livestock producers or shared by the industry as a whole. These losses are borne by individual

livestock producers and the losses may in fact, be significant in proportion to the size of the operation.

Furthermore, these losses represent a new added risk to some individual live.stock producers, depending

on where they are geographically in relation to wolf pack territories. Under this alternative, livestock

producers have some assurance that Defenders of Wildlife would still provide compensation because the

gray wolf would still be listed. However, because the Defenders of Wildlife program is voluntary and

funded by private donation, it could be discontinued at any time. FWP would not seek out or develop a

substitute, so these losses could go uncompensated if Defenders of Wildlife no longer paid compensation.

Big Game Hunting. Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Regional Economic Activity . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Outfitting Industry . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Recreational Values.

Hunting Values. Same as Alternative 1 (No Action), but localized impacts expected to be less.

Wildlife Viewing and Recreational Trip Values . Same as Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

FWP Fiscal Impacts

Fiscal impacts describe the changes in revenue from license sales, the cost of implementing the program,

and the potential sources of revenue to fund it. License revenue from antlerless elk permits, deer B

licenses, and moose permits could be expected to vary by $220,313 annually, the same as for all

alternatives. FWP's projected budget to implement this alternative is $699,046. An additional amount is

shown for compensation, but that would be provided independently. FWP would implement this

alternative through a combination of federal, private, and state funding. Ninety percent of the total budget

would be covered by federal sources. No new FWP revenue would be derived from a regulated wolf

harvest.
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Table 42 presents a budget for this alternative. I^WP anticipates slightly increased administrative costs

because of increased coordination with USFWS (not shown) and enhanced ungulate monitoring compared

to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). In addition, FWP would dedicate an extra $50,000 to increase

technical assistance to landowners for proactive work. Because wolves would still be listed, FWP
assumes that WS will continue to be funded directly by Congressional appropriation or through USFWS.
While it is FWP's best projection of the resources required, FWP cannot assess its accuracy until the

agency actually assumes management authority and begins implementation

Table 41 . Estimated livestock losses (confirmed and probable) and the economic value of livestock and

domestic animal losses in the year 2015 for Alternative 5 (Contingency). The columns may

not sum, due to rounding.

Type of Loss
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Table 42. Implementation budget for Alternative 5 (Contingency). Asterisk denotes a change from the

budget for Alternative 2 (Updated Council).

Division / Activity
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understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the slate and federal agencies because the state would be

assuming management of a listed species. While there are some limitations to what FWP could do, FWP
would still have latitude to implement much of the program, especially the proactive elements. In so

doing, the program is more responsive both in the short and long term. Wolf numbers will probably

increase and so will wolf distribution. Localized impacts to prey populations, individual outfitters, or

individual businesses may also develop in the short term. Hunter opportunity will still continue to

fluctuate for a variety of reasons, which may include wolf predation. Livestock losses will still affect

individual producers.

In a cumulative sense, FWP would be stepping into a controversial arena. For some citizens, wolf

acceptance would be improved because management would be through a state agency, adaptive principles

would make for a more flexible program than currently exists, and the program would balance the needs

of people and wolves. For other citizens, wolf acceptance may even decrease because the state would

manage a listed species that had achieved the biological recovery requirements but was still listed under

ESA. Public debate surrounding wolf conservation will probably remain conflicted because the national

scope will be maintained because the species would still be listed.

Mitigation

Mitigation measures for this alternative are similar to Alternative 2 (Updated Council). An increased

public outreach effort can mitigate public confusion over agency roles and responsibilities, the

management framework, and uncertainty about the laws and regulations.

Irretrievable Commitments

Wolves will be present in Montana. Under this alternative, FWP would make a commitment to conserve

and manage the species and integrate it within the wildlife program. In the short term, that integration

may not be complete since federal regulations guide some elements of the program. However, in the long

term once the wolf is delisted, FWP's commitment would be irretrievable in the sense that FWP does not

intend to default on its legal responsibilities to maintain a secure viable population in the future. FWP
would be committing staff and financial resources to fulfill the needs of the program. Those resources

would be partially unavailable to other program areas to the extent that responsibilities and activities

don't overlap. FWP would be taking the risk that federal funding would be secure, adequate, and would

not diminish prior to full delisting. FWP would also make the commitment to conserve and manage the

gray wolf, no matter the outcome of the delisting process - whether delays are short term or long term.

The adaptive management tools within this alternative will mitigate many potentially irretrievable

commitments of resources or changes in resource status. However, some wolves will kill livestock and

those losses are irretrievable.
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PREPARERS, AGENCIES, OR INDIVIDUALS WHO WERE CONSULTED OR
OTHERWISE CONTRIBUTED TO THE DRAFT EIS

Individuals involved with the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council:

Credit is due to former FWP Director Pat Graham, former Governor Marc Racicot, and current

Governor Judy Martz for their foresight in appointing the Montana Wolf Management Advisory

Council and support during the development of the planning document. The Montana Wolf

Management Advisory Council members for their to willingness to serve, deliberate the difficult

and challenging issues associated with wolf management, and for sharing their time, insights, and

perspectives with FWP and the public: Chase Hibbard (Chair), Darlyne Dascher, Bruce

Malcolm, Bruce Tutvedt, Nelson Wert, Hank Fischer, Charles Buehler, Robin Hompesch, James

Cross, Terry Beaver, Ira Newbreast, and Jay Kirkpatrick. The Interagency Technical Committee

members for their willingness to assist the Council, to share their insights and expertise so freely,

and for reviewing earlier drafts: Ed Bangs, Joe Fontaine, Larry Handegard, Jim Claar, Douglas

Smith, and various FWP biologists. Sharon Garden, for taking such thorough minutes of the

council meetings. Marc Scow for facilitating the council meetings, and Fay Moore for ongoing

administrative assistance. We also thank the reviewers of earlier drafts who are not

acknowledged elsewhere: Diane Boyd and Tom Meier. Personnel from the Montana State

Library, Helena, deserve recognition for their prompt attention to mail order requests for

interlibrary loan materials and scientific literature. Personnel from the USDA Montana

Agricultural Statistics Office graciously and expeditiously provided the data on livestock losses

reported in the Appendices. The USFWS Wolf Recovery Program and their cooperating partners

for sharing their knowledge and for access to their published and unpublished data.

Carolyn Sime was the technical writer of that document, with oversight by Glenn Erickson.

Important contributions and valuable guidance were also provided by FWP Directors Pat Graham

and Jeff Hagener, Chris Smith, Don Childress, Heidi Youmans, Bob Lane and the Legal Unit,

Tim Thier, Kevin Coates, Jim Kropp, Mark Earnhardt, Tim Feldner, Arnold Dood, Tom Lemke,

Tom Palmer, John Firebaugh, Bob Henderson, Mike Thompson, Neil Anderson, Brian Giddings,

Erik Wenum, Kevin Frey, Steve Carson, and the many other MFWP personnel who provided

comments and input throughout the Council deliberations.

Individuals involved with public scoping efforts:

FWP Regional staff played an integral role during the 12 community work sessions held

throughout Montana. Staff from all Divisions participated by recording comments and

facilitating public input. Council members also attended. Carolyn Sime, Therese Hartman and

Chris Hammond did the content analysis. Therese Hartman and Chris Hammond also provided

valuable administrative support.

FWP personnel involved with preparation of the Draft EIS:

Carolyn Sime was the primary technical writer of the document, with oversight by Glenn

Erickson. Important contributions, valuable guidance, and editorial contributions were also

provided by FWP Director Jeff Hagener, Chris Smith, Larry Peterman, Don Childress, Bob Lane

and the Legal Unit, Tim Their, Tom Lemke, Ken Hamlin, Jim Kropp, Mark Earnhardt, Tim

Feldner, John Ramsey, Arnold Dood, Gary Dusek, Jim Williams, John Firebaugh, Joel Peterson,

Graham Taylor, Charlie Eustace, Harold Wentland, John Ensign, John Vore, Tom Palmer, Rob

Brooks, Sue Daly, and Ken McDonald.

153



DRAIT KIS PRKI>ARAT10N

FWP personnel providing administrative and technical support during public scoping efforts and

preparation and distribution of the Draft EIS:

Sharon Garden, Fay Moore, Laura Juvan-George, Joleen Tadej, Coreen Robson, JuHe Van

Winkle, Beth Smith, Lydia Bailey, Steve Carson, Janet Hess-Herbert, Jay Lightbody and the

FWP Print Shop.

Contractors:

BioEconomics Inc. was contracted to prepare the description of the economic environment and

conduct the impacts analysis.

Liberty Press, Springville, Utah printed the document.

Other Individuals Consulted:

USFWS: Steve Fritts, Ed Bangs, Joe Fontaine, Tom Meier, Mike Jimenez

NPS: Douglas Smith, YNP; Steve Gniadek and John Waller, GNP
Blackfeet Nation Wildlife Program: Dan Carney

WS: Larry Handegard, Kraig Glazier, Jim Hoover, and staff

USES: JimClaar

British Columbia Ministry of Water, Land, and Air Protection: Bob Forbes

Other: Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council, FWP Commission, Diane Boyd, Val

Asher
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

adaptive management: a model for wolf conservation and management in which the number of wolf

packs determines the appropriate management strategies; changes in the number of packs determined

through a monitoring program directs selection of more conservative or liberal management strategies;

model incorporates resource objectives, monitoring protocols, evaluation of predicted outcomes, and a

decision process

aggression: dominance behavior typical of canid species demonstrated towards humans

BLM: U.S. Bureau of Land Management

breeding pair: at least two adult wolves with at least two pups that survive to December 31 ; the number

of breeding pairs are tabulated and used to measure progress towards the USFWS recovery goal for the

gray wolf in the northern Rockies

CITES: Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species

compensation: monetary payment to offset or replace the economic loss for a death or injury to livestock

or guarding animals due to wolf activity; may also entail financial assistance to livestock producers to

offset costs associated with modification to husbandry practices to minimize the potential for wolf-

livestock conflicts

confirmed depredation: incident where Wildlife Services conducts a field investigation of dead or

injured livestock, at the request of the producer; depredation is confirmed in cases where there is

reasonable physical evidence that an animal was actually attacked and/or killed by a wolf. The primary

confirmation would ordinarily be the presence of bite marks and associated subcutaneous hemorrhaging

and tissue damage, indicating that the attack occurred while the victim was alive, as opposed to simply

feeding on an already dead animal. Spacing between canine tooth punctures, feeding pattern on the

carcass, fresh tracks, scat, hairs rubbed off on fences or brush, and/or eye witness accounts of the attack

may help identify the specific species or individual responsible for the depredation. Predation might also

be confirmed in the absence of bite marks and associated hemorrhaging (i.e. if much of the carcass has

already been consumed by the predator or scavengers) if there is other physical evidence to confirm

predation on the live animal. This might include blood spilled or sprayed at a nearby attack site or other

evidence of an attack or struggle. There may also be nearby remains of other victims for which there is

still sufficient evidence to confirm predation, allowing reasonable inference of confirmed predation on the

animal that has been largely consumed

Council: Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council

defen.se of life/property: release from criminal liability for killing or injuring a wolf if the wolf is

attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person, livestock, or a domestic dog (MCA 87-3-130)

delisting: removal of the gray wolf from the list of "threatened or endangered" species that are managed

by the U.S. Fi.sh and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act; delisting requires evaluation of

current status of species compared to the delisting criteria with regard to habitat, over utilization,

disease/predation, existing regulatory mechanisms, and other factors affecting the continued existence of

the species; if the current status is secure in each of the 5 categories and the recovery criteria are met, a

species is delisted and managed by the state or tribal fish and wildlife management authority
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depredation: incident where livestock or guarding animals are injured or iciilcd

draft EIS: draft environmental impact statement identifying alternatives and environmental

consequences

final EIS: final environmental impact statement; must include a summary of the major conclusions and

supporting information from the draft environmental impact statement and the agency's responses to

substantive comments received on the draft

EIS: environmental impact statement

ESA: Endangered Species Act

FWP: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

GNP: Glacier National Park

GYA: Greater Yellowstone Area

habituation: readily visible in close proximity to people or structures on a regular basis; not threatened

by close proximity and may even be attracted to human presence or human food sources; extremely rare

behavior in wild wolves, but typical behavior for released captive wolf or wolf-dog hybrid; for wolves,

may or may not involve food conditioning

illegal mortality: wolf mortality outside the provisions of a special kill permit, defense of life or

property, agency management actions, a MFWP Commission approved season, or outside other

regulations established for the gray wolf as a legally classified "species in need of management"

guarding animals: domestic animals (dogs, llamas etc.) that escort livestock to decrease likelihood of a

depredation incident by aggressively defending livestock in the presence of wolves or other predators

legal mortality: lethal control or mortality of a wolf within the provisions of a special kill permit,

defense of life or property, agency management actions, a MFWP Commission-approved season, or the

regulations established for the gray wolf as a legally classified "species in need of management"

lethal control: management actions that result in the death of a wolf

livestock: cattle, calf, hog, pig, horse, mule, sheep, lamb, goat, guarding animals, emu, ostrich, poultry

management setting: the combination of landownership patterns, land use, social factors, biological

constraints, and physical attributes of the environment that describe a particular area or management

situation

management: the collection and application of biological information for the purposes of increasing the

number of individuals within species and populations of wildlife, up to the optimum carrying capacity of

their habitat, and maintaining such levels. The term includes the entire range of activities that constitute a

modern .scientific resource program including but not limited to research, census, law enforcement,

habitat improvement, and education. Also included within the term, when and where appropriate, is the

periodic or total protection of species or populations as well as regulated taking (MCA 87-5-102)

MCA: Montana Codes Annotated

156



OR-vn- EIS GLOSSARY OK TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

MDOL: Montana Department of Livestock

mixed landownership: patterns of land ownership where privately owned lands are intermingled with

public lands and/or corporate-owned lands; sometimes called a "checkerboard pattern"

MEPA: Montana Environmental Policy Act

MOU: Memorandum of Understanding

NPS: U.S. National Park Service

non-lethal control: a variety of management activities intended to avert or resolve a conflict situation

without killing the wolf or wolves in question; examples include non lethal harassment to disrupt or

interrupt wolf behaviors, frightening a wolf, monitoring of wolf location using radio telemetry, or

relocation

non-lethal harassment: an example of non-lethal control where a wolf is frightened or threatened, but is

not mortally wounded or killed; purpose is to discourage wolf activity

near people or livestock; examples yelling, radio-activated noise-makers, or firearms which discharge

cracker shells

pack: used generically to mean a group of wolves holding a territory and capable of reproduction; more

specific definitions are social group and breeding pair

probable depredation: incident where Wildlife Services conducts a field investigation of dead or

injured livestock, at the request of the producer; having some evidence to suggest possible predation, but

lacking sufficient evidence to clearly confirm predation by a particular species, a kill may be classified as

probable depending on a number of other factors such as ( 1 ) has there been any recently confirmed

predation by the suspected depredating species in the same or nearby area? (2) How recently had the

livestock owner or his employees observed the livestock? (3) Is there evidence (telemetry monitoring

data, sightings, howling, fresh tracks etc.) to suggest that the suspected depredating species may have

been in the area when the depredation occurred? All of these factors, and possibly others, should be

considered in the investigator's best professional judgment.

problem wolf: wolf that has attacked livestock, or is a nuisance animal that could potentially

compromise human safety

public safety problem or threat: any situation where the continued presence of a carnivore poses a

threat to human safety; or, an attack has resulted in the loss of livestock or personal pets; or a human has

been physically injured or killed

ROD: record of decision, sometimes called a decision document; a concise public notice that announces

a state agency decision arrived at through the Montana Environmental Policy Act, explains the reasons for

the decision, and explains any special conditions surrounding the decision or its implementation

regulated public harvest: category of legal of wolf mortality where wolves are killed under FWP
Commission-approved seasons and regulations by licensed hunters or trappers; total harvest strictly

controlled through permit or quota system; law enforcement as for other managed species
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recovery goal: a total of 30 breeding pairs with equitable distribution throughout Montana. Idaho, and

Wyoming for three successive years: breeding pair is defined as at least two adult wolves with at least two

pups that survive to December 31 ; when the recover}- goal is met, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

could initiate the process to remove the gray wolf from the list of threatened and endangered species

protected by the Endangered Species Act

relisting: placing the a species back on the federal list of threatened or endangered species protected by

the Endangered Species Act; reli.sting criteria may or may not be similar to delisting criteria; reli.sting

requires evaluation of current status of species compared to criteria with regard to habitat, over utilization,

disease/predation. existing regulatory mechanisms, and other factors affecting the continued existence of

the species; if current status is not secure with regard to the 5 areas, a species may be relisted.

remove: to place in captivity or to kill under controlled conditions or in a controlled setting determined

by management authorities

SB163: Senate Bill 163, Reclassify Certain Species for Management Purposes, passed during the 2001

session of the Montana Legislature and signed into law by Governor Martz

social group: a more specific definition of a wolf pack; in this document social group is defined as four

or more wolves traveling in winter which is holding a territory and capable of reproduction

special kill permit: written authorization granted to a property owner by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

to kill or destroy a specified number of animals causing damage to private property; permits are only

valid under a specific set of conditions or criteria

species in need of management: legal classification of nongame species that are designated by Montana

Fish, Wildlife & Parks as needing special management regulations; Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, by

regulation, establishes the limitations relating to taking, possession, transportation, exportation,

processing, sale or offer for sale, or shipment considered necessary to manage nongame wildlife; Except

as provided in regulations issued by the Department, it is unlawful for any person to take, possess,

transport, export, sell, or offer for sale species designated by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks as "in need

of management" (MCA 87-5-104 to 87-5-106)

take: to harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill wildlife

tri-state area: states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, making up the northern Rockies wolf recovery

area

unconfirmed: incident where Wildlife Services conducts a field investigation of dead or injured

livestock, at the request of the producer; lacking sufficient evidence to classify an incident as depredation

in contrast to other possible causes of death, it is classified as unconfirmed; it is unclear what the cause of

death may have been. The investigator may or may not have much of a carcass remaining for inspection,

or the carcass may have deteriorated so as to be of no use; in the context of wolf management, cause of

death is attributed to a cause other than wolf predation

undocumented loss: livestock losses for which there is no apparent explanation for the loss; usually in

the context of a numerical discrepancy between the number of livestock head at the beginning of the

grazing season and what is retrieved at the end of the grazing season; evidence documenting a death is

usually not found

USFS: U.S. Forest Service
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USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WMA: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Wildlife Management Area

wolf-human conflict: where a public safety problem develops; a situation where an MFWP employee

reasonably determines that the continued presence poses a threat to human safety, an attack has resulted

in the loss of livestock or personal pets, or that a human has been physically injured or killed.

wolf-livestock conflict: where a wolf or wolves are loitering, testing, worrying, or otherwise disrupting

livestock; also, a situation where a wolf is suspected to have killed or injured livestock or guarding

animals

worrying: to disrupt, cause anxiety, make uneasy, or harass repeatedly or over a period of time; also, to

seize, especially by the throat, with the teeth and shake or mangle

WS: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services;

federal work unit with responsibility to address and resolve damage caused by wildlife; examples include

bird concentrations at airports or depredation on livestock

YNP: Yellowstone National Park
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Tlie State of Montana recognizes the gray wolf as a native species and will integrate wolves as a valuable part of our

wildlife heritage. Since 1973, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has managed wolves as an endangered

species in Montana, under the authority of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Wolves are likely to be removed

from the endangered species list within 3-5 years. Upon delisting, management authority for wolves will return to

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP). MFWP recognizes and accepts the challenges, responsibilities, and

benefits of a restored wolf population. Managing gray wolves will not be easy, but wolf restoration is

fundamentally consistent with Montana's history of wildlife conservation. Long-term persistence of wolves in

Montana depends on carefully balancing the complex biological, social, economic, and political aspects of wolf

management.

State laws and administrative rules become the primary regulatory and legal mechanisms guiding management.

Upon delisting, the gray wolf will automatically be classified as a species "in need of management." MFWP and the

MFWP Commission will establish the regulatory framework to manage the species thereafter. This Plan provides

the foundation for wolf conservation and management upon delisting and describes a spectrum of management
activities that maintain viable populations of wolves and their prey, resolve wolf-human and wolf-livestock

confiicts, and gain the support of people with diverse interests. Much of it is ba.sed on the comments and

recommendations of a diverse 12-member citizens group, the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council, and an

Interagency Technical Committee. MFWP intends to honor the diverse perspectives and interests of our citizens and

the national public. The State will consider a spectrum of interests in designing and implementing a balanced,

responsive program that recognizes the opportunities and addresses the challenges faced by people directly affected

by wolves.

Wolves will be integrated and sustained in suitable habitats within complex management settings. TTie wolf

program will be based on principles of adaptive management. Management strategies and conflict resolution tools

will be more conservative as the number of packs decreases, approaching the legal minimum. In contrast,

management strategies become more liberal as the number of packs increases. Ultimately, the status of the wolf

jMjpulation itself identifies the appropriate management strategies. Fifteen packs will be used as the trigger to

change management, not as a minimum or maximum number of wolves "allowed" in Montana. MFWP does not

administratively declare an upper limit or maximum number of individuals of any wildlife species in the state in the

sense of a "cap." Instead, MrWP identifies population objectives that are based on landowner tolerance, habitat

conditions, social factors, and biological considerations. Wildlife populations are then managed according to the

objectives and current population status, using an array management tools.

Wolf distribution in Montana, as for other species, will ultimately be defined by the interaction of the species

ecological requirements and human tolerance, not through ;ulificial delineations that are administratively

determined. Social acceptance of wolves transcends the boundaries of geography, land ownership, or land use

designations just like a wolf pack territory boundary physically transcends them, too. An adaptive approach will

help MFAVP implement its wolf program over the range of social acceptance values now and in the future.

Sensitivity towards and prompt resolution of confiict where and when it develops is an important condition of not

administratively capping wolf numbers or defining distribution.

Ultimately, wolf distribution will probably encompass western Montana because of the predominance of public

lands as compared to eastern Montana. Wolves will be encouraged on large contiguous blocks of public land,

managed primarily as backcountry areas or national parks where there is the least potential for conflict, particularly

with livestock. Wolf packs in areas of interspersed public and private lands will be managed in ways similar to

other free-ranging wildlife in Montana and within the constraints of the biological and social characteristics, the

physical attributes of the environment, land ownership, and land uses. Some agency discretion and flexibility will

be exerci.sed by necessity to accommodate the unique attributes of each pack, its history, the site-specific

characteristics of its home range, landowner preferences, or other factors that cannot be reasonably predicted at this

time. Management flexibility will be crucial in addressing all of the public interests that surround wolves.

On a broad scale, ungulate distribution and human settlement patterns largely define wolf habitat. MFWP ungulate

programs link habitat and population management through sustained public hunting to achieve ungulate population

objectives. In this way, MFWP takes an important habitat need ol wolves into consideration. Our work, along with
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the amount of land held in public ownership and adequate legal protections, provides long-term habitat availability

for wolves. Federal land management agencies are increasingly managing lands from an ecosystcm-lcvel

perspective, considering all components and functional relationships. Yellowstone and Glacier national parks

function as refuges al opposite ends of the geographic extent of wolf distribution in the northern Rockies. The

network of public lands in western Montana, central Idaho, and northwest Wyoming facilitates connectivity between

the sub-populations. The legal protections and public outreach described in this plan help ensure the integrity of

wolf movement and occupancy of habitats between refuges.

Wolf population management will include the full range of tools from non-lethal to lethal and will incorporate

public outreach, conservation education, law enforcement, and landowner relations. Wolves do not exist in isolation

from their environment, nor should an effective management program isolate wolves from their environment.

Management actions will be evaluated in light of prevailing conditions or extenuating circumstances. Wolf

populations will fluctuate as a result of management actions, natural mortality, legal harvest, illegal take, wolf

productivity, and ungulate population fluctuations. If there are fewer than 15 wolf packs in the state, management

tools are primarily non-lethal, particularly in backcountry settings and for public lands near national parks.

Examples of non-lethal techniques include monitoring wolf locations using radio telemetry, changes in livestock

husbandry practices, harassment, relocation, or attempts to modify wolf behavior. A minimum of 15 packs is

required to use more liberal management tools, including lethal methods to resolve wolf-livestock, wolf-human

conflicts, or concern over a localized prey population in light of the combined effects of predation and

environmental factors.

When the wolf population no longer fits the definition of a species "in need of management" or when wolf numbers

have increased and population regulation is needed, the MFWP Commission may reclassify the wolf as a big game

animal or a furbearer. Regulated public harvest of wolves by hunting and trapping during designated seasons is one

tool that may help MFWP manage wolf numbers. Through public input and MFWP Commission oversight, harvest

regulations would describe legal means of take, license requirements, and reporting and tagging requirements. Total

harvest would be strictly controlled through a permit or quota system, with season closures as soon as harvest

objectives are reached. Regulated harvest of wolves would take place within the larger context of multi-species

management programs. As wolf numbers increase and distribution expands, harvest opportunity would increase.

Specific harvest objectives will depend on other losses to the wolf population, such as control actions for livestock

depredation or loss of a pack because of intraspecific strife. Wolves could be promoted (on remote public lands) or

discouraged (in areas with high livestock densities) depending on harvest objectives, district boundaries, and pack

distribution. Hunting is not permitted in national parks. Harvest management would proceed adaptively, but all

hunting and trapping is precluded if wolf packs totaled fewer than 15. Law enforcement by the MFWP Enforcement

Division would also proceed similar to other legally classified wildlife species.

The primary wolf monitoring responsibilities will rest with MFWP. We will estimate wolf numbers and pack

distribution, document reproduction, and tabulate mortality. Ecological understanding will also stem from

documenting territory boundaries, the locations of wolf den and rendezvous sites, and identifying key prey species

and foraging areas during winter and spring seasons. The monitoring program will balance scientific precision with

cost effectiveness. We will use a combination of radio telemetry and non-invasive techniques.

Because of their long-term financial investments and willingness to restrict themselves when necessary, Montanans

enjoy relatively liberal hunting seasons for more ungulate species than other western states. The financial

investments and sacrifices made by the hunting public to restore ungulate populations are significant. Safeguarding

those investments for present and future generations is an important priority for many of Montana's citizens and

MFWP. MFWP seeks to maintain the public's opportunity to hunt a wide variety of species under a variety of

circumstances, and to do so in a sustainable, responsible manner.

To proactively balance and integrate management of ungulate populations and the factors that influence them

(including wolf predation), hunter harvest opportunity for ungulates may be adjusted. Hunter opportunity already

changes in respon.se to previous hunter success, hunter participation rates, access to private lands, or environmental

events such as drought or severe winters. The presence of wolves within the yearlong range of a specific ungulate

herd adds another factor for consideration among all environmental and human-related factors. MFWP
acknowledges that changes in hunter opportunity may affect outfitters and non-resident hunters, in addition to

resident hunters. If a local prey population is significantly impacted by wolf predation in conjunction with other
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environmental factors. MFWP would consider reducing wolf pack size. Wolf management actions would be paired

with other corrective management actions to reduce ungulate mortality or enhance recruitment. Concurrent

management efforts for wolves and ungulates would continue until the prey population rebounded, recognizing that

by the time prey populations begin to respond they may be influenced by a new set of environmental factors.

MFWP regularly surveys ungulate populations across a spectrum of their habitats. Information gathered from live

populations is also supplemented by harvest information gathered at hunter check stations or through the telephone

harvest survey. Ungulate monitoring efforts will be enhanced where wolf packs are established.

MFWP will share responsibility with Montana Department of Livcstock(MDOL) in managing wolf-livestock

conflicts because Montana statutes assign responsibility to both agencies to manage wildlife causing damage to

livestock. Wolves can create problems for some livestock producers. Financial losses may result directly from wolf

depredation. Indirect costs may accumulate because of increased management activities, changes in husbandry

practices, or uncompensated losses. These financial hardships accrue to individual farmers and ranchers and may be

significant to them. Addressing wolf-livestock conflicts will entail two separate, but parallel elements. One element

is the wolf management activities carried out by Wildlife Services (WS) and MFWP to minimize the potential for

wolf-livestock conflicts and to resolve the conflicts where and when they develop. Examples are providing

technical assistance, investigating complaints, and taking actions that reduce the probability that the offending wolf

or wolves will be involved in another depredation incident. The management programs will be funded,

administered, and implemented by the cooperating agencies. The second element addresses the economic losses

through a compensation program when livestock are killed or injured by wolves.

The two elements, management and compensation, are funded, administered, and implemented separately and

independently of one another — but parallel one another, united in the goal of maintaining a viable wolf population

and addressing wolf-livestock conflicts. MFWP and MDOL will work together, along with WS, to address and

resolve wolf-livestock conflicts through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). MFWP, in cooperation with

MDOL, will contract WS to respond to landowner or livestock producer wolf depredation complaints, to conduct

field investigations, and to carry out management actions. MFWP has the ultimate responsibihty for determining

the disposition of wolves.

Livestock producers should report any suspected wolf depredations (injuries or death) or the disruption of livestock

or guarding animals to WS directly. If the investigating WS agent confirms that a wolf or wolves were responsible,

subsequent management actions will be guided by the specific recommendations of the investigator, the provisions

of this plan and by the multi-agency MOU. WS will be directed to take an incremental approach to address wolf

depredations, guided by wolf numbers, depredation history, and the location of the incident. When wolf numbers

are low and incidents take place on remote public lands, WS would use more conservative management tools. WS
could apply progressively more liberal methods as wolf numbers increase and for incidents on private lands.

Conflict history of the pack, attributes of the pack (e.g. size or reproductive status), or the physical setting will all be

considered before a management response is selected. Management actions will be directed at individual problem

wolves. Non-selective methods such as poison would not be used.

MFWP may also approve lethal removal of the offending animal by livestock owners or their agents. A special kill

permit (issued by MFWP) is required for lethal control of any legally classified wildlife in Montana, outside the

defense of life/property provision or MFWP Commission approved regulations. MFWP will not issue special kill

f)ermits to livestock producers to remove wolves on public lands when wolf numbers are low. If the number of wolf

packs was at 15 or greater, MFWP may issue a special kill permit to livestock producers that would be valid for

public and private lands. MFWP will be more liberal in the number of special kill permits granted as wolf numbers

increase and for depredations in mixed land ownership patterns.

In a proactive manner, WS and MFWP will also work cooperatively with livestock producers and non-governmental

organizations to help minimize the potential of wolf-livestock conflicts developing in the first place. Beyond

technical assistance fro WS or MFWP and other collaborative efforts, livestock producers (or their agents) may non-

lelhally harass wolves when they are close to livestock on public or private lands. Private citizens may also non-

lethally harass wolves that come close to homes, domestic pets, or people. Upon delisting, private citizens could kill

a wolf if it is threatening human life or domestic dogs. Livestock producers or their agents could also kill a wolf if it
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is attacking, killing, or threatening to kill livestock. This is consistent with Montana statutes that permit private

citizens to defend life or property from imminent danger caused by wildlife.

Montana recognizes that wolf population recovery and persistence will result in the loss of personal property or

income due to wolf activity and depredation. Compensation is critical to maintaining tolerance for wolves by

livestock producers who are adversely affected by financial losses due to wolves. Montana would like to maintain

and enhance the benefits of the compensation program. But compensation payments cannot be made from MFWP
funds or matching federal funds intended for wildlife or habitat programs. The State of Montana intends to find or

create an entity to administer a compensation program if Defenders of Wildlife rescinds eligibility of Montana

ranchers upon delisting. The entity or non-governmental organization would be independent of MFWP and MDOL
to retain impartiality and the terms and negotiations take place directly with the producer. Agency decision-making

on the disposition of the problem animal is independent of the outcomes of the compensation negotiations.

Producers would be compensated for confirmed and probable livestock losses at fair market value at the time of

death and at fall value for young of the year. Eligible livestock include cattle, calves, hogs, pigs, horses, mules,

sheep, lambs, goats, and guarding animals. Despite the present uncertainty of how a compensation program would

be designed and administered, securing adequate funding for compensation is of equal priority as securing funding

to implement the other state and federal agency management activities described in this plan.

Generally, wolves fear people and do not pose a significant threat to human safety. However, in extremely rare

cases, individual wolves may gradually lose their fear of people and begin associating or interacting with people

and/or loitering near buildings, livestock, or domestic dogs. While this behavior is extremely unusual for a wild

wolf, it is more typical of a released captive wolf or wolf-dog hybrid. MFWP intends to reduce the potential for

wolf-human conflicts and minimize the risks of human injury due to any large-sized canid. MFWP will utilize

extensive outreach to inform the public, discourage habituation, and then respond to conflicts where and when they

develop.

If a wolf (or similar large canid) loiters near ranch buildings or rural residences, MFWP will evaluate the potential

risk to human safety, taking into account the setting, behavior of the animal, and the sequence of events. Across the

spectrum of wolf distribution and numbers, MFWP will take an incremental approach. Potential actions include:

increasing contacts within the local community, closely monitoring the situation, marking the animal with a radio

collar to track its movements, aversive or disruptive conditioning, harassment, relocation, or lethal removal. A wolf

could move through these areas, but length of stay and behavior will be important criteria for determining the

appropriate management response. MFWP will require some degree of flexibility to be most responsive to public

safety concerns. Although the management responsibility related to wildlife and human safety rests with MFWP,
local law enforcement or other state of federal agency personnel may respond to a wolf-human incident if MFWP
personnel are not available in a timely manner. In the unlikely need for defense of human life during a wolf

encounter, citizens may use any means, including lethal force, to address an imminent threat.

MFWP will provide information to the general public about appropriate responses during wolf encounters (do's and

don'ts) and how to minimize the potential for problems near homes and rural schools. This material will also

include information about wolf behavior, body posture, tail position, vocalizations, etc. to help the public evaluate

the situation, correctly interpret wolf behavior, and communicate the details accurately to agency personnel. An
educational effort will also help the public understand the differences between wolves, mountain lions, and bears in

terms of animal behaviors, potential risk of injury, appropriate human responses when threatened, and how to live

and recreate outdoors in the presence of these large carnivores.

A successful conservation and management program for wolves ultimately depends on people and their attitudes.

The history of wolves in Montana has as much to do with the relationship between wolves and people as it does with

the ecology of the species. The same will be true of the wolfs future. MFWP recognizes the importance, value, and

need for a sustained educational public outreach program to parallel wolf management activities. The objective is to

provide .scientifically based, factual information. A collaborative approach will also be necessary, but MFWP will

take the lead.

During the first five years after delisting, MFWP will document that the wolf population in Montana is secure.

MFWP will informally consult with the USFWS and cooperating partners on a reguhu basis, including a periodic

formal review by the USP^S. USFWS will point out any deficiencies or areas of concern and recommend
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corrective actions to MFWP We would take the necessary corrective measures to avoid a relisting of the gray wolf

under ESA. MFWP will undertake its own thorough, formal review after the first five years. Cooperating state and

federal agencies will also participate. Findings of the review will be incorporated. The wolf management program

will be subsequently reviewed at least every five years. A more frequent review is provided for within the adaptive

management model. By definition, the model incorporates monitoring and evaluation components as an ongoing

effort within the management program. Management is thus refined and improved through time as information and

experience accumulate.

Equally important components of any wolf management program are the social factors that shape public tolerance

for wolves and their satisfaction with how conflicts are resolved. MFWP anticipates that the public will readily

identify real or perceived problems or shortcomings of the program. The challenge for MFWP will be to discern

between earnest differences of opinion in preferred management direction and substantive shortcomings. Wolf

management in Montana will take place within a complex biological, social, economic, and political environment.

Difficult decisions will have to be made and will sometimes be called into question by various interests. However,

the ensuing public dialogue will also help evaluate the program and lead to revisions. The Wolf Management

Advisory Council recommended that the State of Montana continue to engage a diverse advisory citizen's group to

collaborate on the management of wolves.

We are committed to using MFWP funds and matching federal funds to conserve and manage this native species on

equal standing with other carnivore species. We also acknowledge that existing financial resources are not adequate

to fully implement all aspects of this plan. Some of the activities described in this plan fall within existing duties

and responsibilities already carried out by MFWP or WS, but some activities clearly add to existing responsibilities

and workloads. Additional funding will be required to implement wolf management (and related activities) and

compensation. While the monies and administrative procedures to fulfill these parallel functions may or may not

originate from the same source, adequate funds for each element are necessary. We will seek additional funding

from a diversity of sources, including special state or federal appropriations, private foundations, or other private

sources.

The personnel and financial resources necessary to fulfill the responsibilities of wildlife conservation and

management, law enforcement, assurance of human safety, public outreach, resolution of wolf-livestock conflicts,

compensation, and program administration is an estimated $765,296 annually. The budget truly reflects the

comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf program in the broadest sense of the word.

The Governors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming are pursuing a program called the Northern Rocky Mountain

Grizzly Bear and Gray Wolf National Management Trust. The Trust identifies, supports, and funds initiatives which

address grizzly and gray wolf management, monitoring, other conservation needs, habitat protection, scientific

research, conflict resolution, compensation for damage, and education/public outreach activities. The Trust

prospectus will be forwarded to the respective Congressional delegations. In light of local funding shortfalls, we
hope that the tri-state Congressional delegation will recognize the need for secure, long term funding to address the

unique challenges associated with the conservation and management of these species of significant national interest.

Another potential source of long-term funding is the Conservation and Reinvestment Act (CARA). Title 111 would

provide annual appropriations to the states specifically for fish and wildlife programs, outdoor recreation, and

conservation education. These funds arc intended to fulfill a need for funding of less traditional management

programs for species that are typically not hunted or fished. MFWP could use these funds for most elements of the

wolf program but not for compensation. Both potential funding mechanisms are stable, long-term sources of

funding and engage the national interests that desire to see wild, free-roaming wolves in the northern Rockies.

While MFWP also recognizes the value of having free-roaming wolves in the northern Rockies, we also seeking

financial assistance to conserve and manage the species in a complex setting. Finding the balance without adequate

funding will be challenging.
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INTRODUCTION

The State of Montana recognizes the gray wolf as a native species and we are committed to recovery of the species

within our borders. We will ensure that wolf population is maintained at numbers sufficient to preclude

reclassification as "threatened or endangered" under federal law in the three-state area of Montana, Idaho, and

Wyoming. TTie state intends to implement positive management programs to make sure that recovery is complete

and wolves are integrated as a valuable part of out wildlife heritage. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks is already

engaged in activities which promote wolf recovery through its efforts on ungulate population monitoring, research,

and management, through the acquisition and designation of Wildlife Management Areas, purchase of conservation

easements, and other efforts to preserve and restore wildhfc habitats.

Gray wolves {Canis lupus) are thriving and expanding in number and distribution in Montana. This is becau.se of

natural emigration from Canada and a successful federal effort that reintroduced wolves into Yellowstone National

Park ( YNP) and the wilderness areas of central Idaho. There are probably more wild wolves in Montana now than

at any time in the last 70 years. Since 1973, the U.S. Fish and WildUfe Service (USFWS) has managed wolves as an

endangered species in Montana, under the authority of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Wolves are likely to be

removed ft'om the endangered species list within 3-5 years.

Upon delisting, management authority for wolves will return to the state governments where wolves reside.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) is the resource agency charged under state statute with the responsibility

to manage resident wildlife, including wolves. Beyond the legal commitments, MI^P recognizes and accepts the

challenges, responsibilities, and benefits of restoring wolves as an important part of Montana's wildlife heritage.

Managing gray wolves will not be easy, but wolf restoration is fundamentally consistent with Montana's history of

wildlife conservation. The State of Montana will make a long-term funding commitment to the conservation of

wolves, commensurate with existing programs for other managed carnivores. MfWP will commit state wildlife

funds, matching federal monies, and other agency resources, but existing financial resources will not be adequate.

Supplemental funding will be sought from public/private foundations, other private sources, and special federal or

state appropriations.

As a state, we are collectively walking down an untravelled and difficuh path in resource management. This

document is a critical step in the process of Montana regaining management responsibility for wolves after a 28-year

period of federal management. This document must not only assure the long-term persistence of wolves, it must

also address the challenges of having wolves in Montana after such a long absence. It is unlikely that the state could

assume management authority if this wolf management plan falls short. Fortunately, Montanans have a long

tradition of rising to challenges and expressing interest and support for wildlife in our state. In fact, much of this

Plan is based on the comments and recommendations of a 1 2-member citizens group, the Montana Wolf

Management Advisory Council. An Interagency Technical Committee assisted the Council during their

deliberations.

We understand that the long-term persistence of wolves in Montana depends on carefully balancing the complex

biological, social, economic, and political aspects of wolf management. No single interest can dominate

management direction. As we have before, we will rely on the best available information, use good judgment, and

listen closely to people who care about Montana's resources and our lifestyle, now and into the future. The long-

term persistence of wolves will also depend on securing adequate funding from a diversity of sources to fully

implement conservation and management strategies.

Purpose of This Document

Before the gray wolf can be removed from the endangered species list, the USFWS must evaluate all the potential

threats to wolves when the protections of ESA are removed and management responsibility is returned to the states.

Among the requirements for delisting, the USFWS determined that the states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming
must have management plans and other adequate regulatory mechanisms in place to ensure that the recovered wolf

population will remain secure.

State management plans are the primary mechanism by which the USFWS can assess future threats to wolves in the

northern Rockies and determine whether a well-distributed, viable population will be sustained. The purpose of this
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document is to describe the regulatory framework for wolf conservation and management in Montana, under the

direction of MFWP. This plan also describes the programmatic direction and a spcctnmi of management activities

that maintain viable wildlife populations, resolve wolf-human and wolf-livestock conflicts, and gain the support of

people with diverse interests.

Goal of the Plan

MFWP recognizes the gray wolf as a native species and is committed to maintaining a tri-state wolf population at

numbers sufficient to preclude reclassification as threatened or endangered under federal law. Montana will support

a proportionate number of wolf packs towards the northern Rockies recovery goal identified by the USFWS. An
equitable distribution of packs among the three states is consistent with the biological intent of the recovery plan,

will ensure a well-distributed and viable wolf population in the region, and will foster greater public acceptance of

wolves in Montana. MFWP intends to honor the diverse perspectives and interests of our citizens and the national

public. The State will consider the wide spectrum of interests in designing and implementing a balanced, responsive

program that recognizes the opportunities and addresses the challenges faced by people directly affected by wolves.

Plan Development

As the State of Montana prepares to assume authority for wolves, it was recognized that the people of Montana have

a significant stake in wolf-related issues, and they should be provided an opportunity to deliberate how wolves are

managed. To fulfill this public trust, former Governor Marc Racicot signed an Executive Order creating the

Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council (Council) in April 2000. The Council was compo.sed of 12

volunteers from around the state who represented a variety of interests including tribal, agriculture, hunting, and
wildlife conservation. They served voluntarily, at the request of the Governor. The Council was asked to advise

MFWP as it prepared to assume wolf management responsibilities and to consider input from Montana citizens and
other interested parties. The Council adopted the following as its Mission Statement:

'To assist MFWP in developing an implementable plan that will maintain viable wolf populations and is socially

acceptable, biologically possible, and economically feasible."

Using an "interest-based" process, the Council identified and deliberated issues related to: defense of life and human
safety, livestock depredation, compensation for livestock losses, management of prey populations, and wolf

conservation and management. An Interagency Technical Committee advised the Council, providing scientifically

based information about biological, technical, legal, or financial aspects of wolf management. The Council relied on
the Technical Committee as their primary source of factual information. The Technical Committee also helped the

Council identify and assess challenges associated with implementing overall management strategies or specific

management actions. It was comprised of wolf experts and resource managers from the National Park Service

(NPS), USFWS, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Wildlife Services (WS), and MFWP.

With assistance from MFWP, the Council prepared a report of its findings, which originated from their personal

experiences, interests represented by members, input from the public, and infomiation provided by the Interagency

Technical Committee. The Council arrived at their findings and recommendations by consensus. The Council's

Chairman and the MFWP Director presented the report to former-Governor Racicot just before he left office. Upon
taking office, newly elected Governor Martz was briefed of the Council's work. She directed MFWP to complete a

state wolf management plan, using the Council's deliberations and written report as the foundation. The report

consists of a Preamble, a Mission Statement, Guiding Principles, program goals, and general objectives. The
Council specifically deferred to the expertise and discretion of MFWP in some areas. The Montana Wolf
Management Advisory Council, Report to the Governor is included in this plan as Appendix 1

.

HISTORY AND LEGAL STATUS OF WOLVES IN MONTANA

History

The gray wolf occupied most of the North American continent at the time of European settlement. Its range was
reduced dramatically and wolves were extirpated from the east coast to the Ohio Valley by the 1880s. Gray wolves
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were still fairly common throughout most of the northwestern United States until the early 1900s (Young and

Goldman 1944).

In Montana, wolves were widespread throughout the state at the time of European settlement. Early trappers and

explorers, including Lewis and Clark, recorded wolf sightings and encounters in their diaries. The first statewide

bounty law passed in 1884 and wolf eradication in Montana began. In that first year, 5,450 wolf hides were

presented for payment. Only 3 Montana counties (as they existed in 1900) failed to report a bounty payment for

wolves from 1900-1931 (Riley 1998). By 1936, wolves were probably extinct in Montana, although they were

occasionally observed and killed in the 1950s and 1960s (Cumow 1969, Singer 1979, Day 1981, Ream and Mattson

1982). No breeding pairs were known in Montana in the 1970s, and the occasional wolves taken were probably

dispersers from Canada. In the 1960s, the Canadian Province of Alberta reduced its widespread predator control

efforts (Ream and Mattson 1982). Tliis probably resulted in higher survivorship and dispersal of wolves from

Canada to Montana. Wolves were not legally protected in the U.S. until 1973, with the passage of ESA.

Pursuant to ESA, the Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Team completed a recovery plan in 1980, with

amendments added in 1987. The Plan designated three recovery areas (Northwest Montana, Central Idaho, and the

Greater Yellowstone Area), each of which include some portion of Montana (Fig. 1). The USFWS determined that

a total of 30 breeding pairs, with an equitable distribution throughout the states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming

would constitute a viable, recovered population in the northern Rockies (USFWS et al. 2001 ). The number of

breeding pairs is the measure by which the USFWS evaluates progress towards recovery. A breeding pair is defined

as at least two adult wolves with at least two pups that survive to December 3 1 . When a total of 30 breeding pairs is

documented for 3 successive years, the USFWS will initiate the deUsting process, which removes the federal

protections conferred by ESA.

Wolves started naturally recolonizing the Glacier National Park (GNP) area of northwestern Montana in 1979.

Reproduction was documented just north of GNP in 1982 (Ream and Mattson 1982). In 1986, the first wolf den in

the western United States in over 50 years was documented within GNP (Ream et al. 1989). The newly colonizing

wolf population in the GNP area fell within the Northwest Montana Recovery Area. Since then, new packs have

established throughout western Montana. They were started by founders from Canada, the GNP area, and their

descendants. Northwest Montana has supported a minimum of 5-7 breeding pairs since 1995 (USFWS et al. 2001).

As wolves recolonized northwest Montana, the other two recovery areas. Central Idaho and the Greater Yellowstone

Area (GYA) remained devoid of wolves except for occasional reports of single or lone wolves. No reproduction had

been documented in either area since the 1930s. In 1995 and 1996, the USFWS reintroduced a total of 66 wolves

from Alberta and British Columbia into the wilderness areas of central Idaho and Yellowstone National Park (YNP),

Wyoming. These reintroductions were undertaken on an experimental basis and the populations were considered

non-essential to the survival of the species. The "experimental, non-essential" status of these wolves granted

additional management flexibility. In 2000, the USFWS et al. (2001 ) documented 13 breeding pairs in the Greater

Yellowstone Recovery Area and 9 pairs in the Central Idaho Recovery Area.

While the USFAVS presently tabulates the number of breeding pairs by recovery area as a subtotal of the 30 total

pairs required, the recovery area boundaries dissolve into the individual state boundaries upon delisting. Using the

same definition of breeding pair, Montana had eight breeding pairs whose territories lie entirely within its borders in

2000 (USFWS et al. 2001). Three additional breeding pairs had territories that straddle the Montana-Idaho or

Montana-Wyoming borders in 2000. There are other wolf pairs or small packs within Montana for which

reproduction was not confirmed in 2000, but appear to have established a stable territory entirely within Montana.

Several new packs appeared to fonn in 2001, but a final count of packs within

Montana's borders will not be available from USFWS until early in 2002. In the interim, the USFWS updated its

most recent annual report with unpublished data on wolf packs in Montana, as it was known in September 2001

(Fig. 2).
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Figure 1 . Wolf pack distribution in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming and the recovery area boundaries.

Large symbols represent established packs. Small symbols indicate newly-formed packs or

packs whose status is unknown at the present time. (Source: USFWS et al. 2001 and
USFWS unpubl. data as of September 2001).

Ongoing efforts by the USFWS and its cooperating partners to monitor wolves in the tri-state area have led to the

discovery of new wolf packs successfully raising at least two pups in 2000. Because yearling wolves were captured

in 2001, the pack must have successfully reared pups to December 31 in the year 2000. Therefore, the calendar

year 2000 is the first year of the three-year count down in which a total of .30 breeding pair were tabulated towards

the recovery goal. It appears that 2001 will be the second year since there are about 45 breeding pair that could

potentially raise pups to December 31, 2001. If 30 breeding pair are again documented in December 2002, the

USFWS could propose to delist wolves from ESA. The USFWS cannot delist wolves without the respective states

first adopting conservation and management plans.

While the history of the gray wolf in Montana and its eventual return is a story in and of itself, the story is not

complete without also acknowledging the history of prey populations over a similar time span and the role of

Montana sportsmen and women.

No one really knows how many deer and elk were present at the time of the Lewis and Clark Expedition or even for

decades thereafter. But before the 19"" century was over, big game populations were depleted over most of the

landscape because of excessive commercial and subsistence hunting. In 1867, Granville Stuart, an early

conservationist and territorial legislator in Montana, acknowledged thai the tcrriiorial legislature "needed to enact

some laws or there will not be, in a tew years, so much as a minnow or deer left alive in all the territory" (Brownell
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1987). Enforceable wildlife conservation would finally begin with the political and financial support of Montana

hunters and anglers early in the 20'*' century. Early programs emphasized restoring game animals and aggressive

predator control. Even still, the Montana Legislature classified the grizzly bear as a game animal in I92.S so it could

be protected from predator control programs - 50 years before there was an Endangered .Species Act. I'he mountain

lion was classified as a game animal in 1971 — 2 years before ESA. Lion restoration was assured, not by the legal

protections of ESA, but by the regulation of human-caused mortality and the restoration of prey populations. These

successful programs were then, and, are now sustained by a philosophy of public hunting and a funding base from

participants. These were imbedded in Montana culture starting with the earliest territorial residents.

Present day populations of white-tailed deer and elk are at their highest levels recorded in recent history. Mule deer

numbers fluctuated over the last 20 years, but the statewide population is still robust. The sportsmen and women of

Montana shepherded the restoration of those populations from all time lows. Because of their long-term financial

investments and willingness to restrict themselves when necessary, Montanans now enjoy relatively liberal hunting

seasons for more ungulate species than other western states. TTie restoration of native ungulate populations to

former (and new) habitats and in large numbers facilitated wolf restoration. It is a rich heritage of which Montanans

can be proud.

Legal Status and Classification under Montana Statutes

At present, USFWS and WS are responsible for wolf restoration and management activities. Federal laws provide

guidance. When wolves are delisted and management authority is transferred to the State of Montana, state laws

become the primary regulatory and legal mechanisms guiding management. Two Titles within Montana statutes

describe the legal status and management framework for wolves. Title 87 pertains to fish and wildlife species and

oversight by MFWP. Title 81 pertains to the Montana Department of Livestock (MDOL) and their responsibilities

related to predator control. Most recently, the 2001 Montana Legislature passed Senate Bill 163 (SB 163), which

amended several statutes in both Titles. Governor Martz signed SB 163 on April 21, 2001. The text of SB 163 is

presented in Appendix 2.

For now, the gray wolf remains listed as an endangered species under the Montana Nongame and Endangered

Species Conservation Act of 1973 (87-5-101 MCA). The USFWS anticipates that wolf populations in the northern

Rocky Mountains will meet the recovery goals in the near future. At that time, the USFWS will initiate the federal

delisting process. Provisions in SB 163 automatically remove the gray wolf from the state endangered species Hst,

concurrent with federal action concluding that wolves are no longer endangered. Separate action by the Montana

Legislature is not required, but MFWP would still need to update its Administrative Rule 12.5.201 , which lists state

threatened and endangered species.

Once removed from the state endangered species list, the gray wolf will automatically be classified as a species "in

need of management." MP^P and the MF-WP Commission will then establish the regulatory framework to manage
the species (MCA 87-5-101 to 87-5-123). "Management" is defined in MCA 87-5-102 as:

"the collection and application of biological information for the purposes of increasing the number of individuals

within species and populations of wildlife, up to the optimum carrying capacity of their habitat, and

maintaining such levels. The tenn includes the entire range of activities that constitute a modem
scientific resource program including but not hmited to research, census, law enforcement, habitat

improvement, and education. Also included within the term, when and where appropriate, is the

periodic or total protection of species or populations as well as regulated taking."

In Montana statute, "take" means to "harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill

wildlife." Thus, MPWP'and the MFWP Commission will establish the management parameters and regulations that

limit taking, possession, transportation, exportation, processing, sale, offer for sale, or shipment of wolves. In

addition, MFWP and the MP'WP Commission will initiate the law enforcement, population monitoring, educational

components, and other elements of a wolf program.

When MFWP and the MFWP Commission determine that the wolf population no longer fits the definition of a

species "in need of management," the MFWP Commission may reclassify the wolf as a big game animal or a

furbearer when wolf numbers have increased to the point where population regulation is needed. Regulated public
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Figure 2. Wolf pack distribution by name and land ownership pattern in Montana. Approximate wolf pack

territories are designated with horizontal lines. Gray tones represent public lands and white indicates

private lands. (Source: USFWS et al. 2001 and USFWS unpubl. data as of September 2001).
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harvest of wolves by hunting and trapping is one tool that may help MFWP manage wolf numbers. MFWP
recommendations, public input, and MFWP Commission actions will establish the conditions and regulatory

framework for the legal hunting and trapping of wolves in Montana. The Montana Legislature would establish the

license fees and penalties for violations of Montana laws or MFWP Commission rules about the possession or

harvest of wolves.

SB 163 also amended Montana Statute 87-3-130, which is titled "Taking of Wildlife to Protect Persons or

Livestock." This amendment becomes effective only when federal protections are removed. As amended, this

Statute relieves a person from criminal liability for the taking of a wolf if the wolf is "attacking, killing, or

threatening to kill a person or livestock." In addition, "a person may kill or attempt to kill a wolf or mountain lion

that is in the act of attacking or killing a domestic dog." Tlie definition of livestock includes ostriches, rhcas, and

emus. These changes are consistent with the concepts of protecting human life and private property (livestock and

pets) when it is in imminent danger. Citizens must report any solves killed or injured in defense of life/property to

MFWP within 72 hours.

Most importantly, SB 163 resolved an element in Montana statute that was a major impediment to establishing the

adequate regulatory mechanisms to guarantee the security and perpetuation of a recovered wolf population. SB 163

deleted the gray wolf from the list of species designated as "predatory in nature" which are to be systematically

controlled by MDOL (MCA 81-7-101 to 81-7-104). In other words, MDOL will not be required to exterminate

wolves upon delisting. Instead, MDOL will control wolves for the protection and safeguarding of livestock, as long

as the control action is consistent with a wolf management plan approved by both MFWP and MDOL. MDOL and

MFWP will cooperatively address and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts using the management strategies described in

this plan.

WOLF ECOLOGY IN THE NORTHERN ROCKIES

Physical Characteristics

Male gray wolves in Montana weigh 90-1 10 pounds, and females weigh 80-90 pounds. Wolves in the GYA are

slightly heavier. Smith et al. (2000) reported that in 1999, winter-captured adult females averaged 108 pounds,

while female pups averaged 96 pounds. Male pups averaged 107 pounds. About half of the wolves in Montana are

black and the remainder gray. Both color phases may be found in a pack or in one litter of pups. White wolves,

usually old animals, are occasionally seen. Tracks are normally 4.5 to 5.5 inches long (Harris and Ream 1983).

Wolves may resemble coyotes, particularly when wolves are young. Wolves may also be confused with some large

domestic dog breeds. Wolves are distinguished from dogs by their longer legs, larger feet, wider head and snout,

narrow body, and straight tail. Other distinguishing characteristics require closer examination than is possible in

field settings with live animals. In many instances, behavior distinguishes between wild wolves, wolf-dog hybrids,

and domestic dogs (Boyd et al. 2001, Duman 2001).

Pack Size

The gray wolf is a highly social species that lives in packs. Packs are formed when male and female wolves develop

a pair bond, breed and produce pups. The pack typically consists of a socially dominant breeding pair (alphas), their

offspring from the previous year, and new pups. Other breeding-aged adults may be present, but they may or may
not be related to the others. Cooperatively, the pack hunts, feeds, travels, and rests together. The pack also shares

pup-rearing responsibilities, including hunting and tending pups at the den or at a series of rendezvous sites. Pack

size is highly variable (USFWS et al. 2001 ). In northwest Montana, it ranges from 2 to 11, and averages 5-7. In the

GYA, pack size ranges from 5 to 27 and averages 9.3. Average pack size is larger inside YNP (14.6 individuals)

than outside (5.8 individuals) (Smith et al. 2000).

Reproduction

Wolves normally do not breed until at least 22 months of age (Mech 1970). Breeding usually occurs only between

the dominant male and female in a pack. In the northern Rockies, the breeding season peaks in mid- to late February
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(Boyd ct al. 1993). Wolves localize their movements around a den site and whelp in late April, following a 63-day

gestation peritxl. Wolves may be sensitive to human disturbance during the denning season. After the pups are

about eight weeks old, they are moved to a series of rendezvous sites. In northwest Montana, maximum litter size

averaged 53 (range 1-9) from 1982 to the mid 199()s. By December, average litter size declined to 4.5 (Fleischer et

al.l997). In central Idaho, average litter size was 5.1 from 1996-1998 (Mack and Laudon 1998).

Pup sur\'ival is highly variable and influenced by several factors, including disease, predation. and nutrition (Mech

and Goyal 1993. Johnson el al. 1994). In northwestern Montana from 1982-1995, 85% of pups survived until

December, though survival varied year to year (Fleischer et al. 1997). Pup mortality in the first eight months of life

was attributed to human causes (8 of 20 mortalities, 40%), unknown causes (2 of 20, 15%), and disappearance (9 of

20, 45%). In YNP, during the first four years, 133 pups were bom in 29 litters and 71% were believed to still be

alive in 1998 (Bangs et al. 1998). Pup survival varied between 73 and 81% from 1996-1998. However, canine

parvovirus was strongly suspected as a contributing factor in the low pup survival (45%) in 1999. In 2000. pup

survival rebounded to 77% (Smith et al. 2(X)0). In central Idaho, 92-99 pups were produced between 1995 and 1998

(Mack and Laudon 1998).

Occasionally, more than one female in a pack may breed, resulting in more than one litter per pack (Ballard et al.

1987). This phenomenon has been documented in YNP (Smith et al. 2000, USFWS et al. 2000, USFWS et al.

2(X)1). In 1999, one pack had two litters. In 2000, 13 wolf packs produced 16 litters. Occasionally this

phenomenon leads to the formation of a new pack (Boyd et al. 1995).

Food Habits

The gray wolf is an opportunistic carnivore and is keenly adapted lo hunt large prey species such as deer, elk, and

moose. Wolves may scavenge carrion or even eat vegetation. In Montana, white-tailed deer, mule deer, elk and

moose make up the majority of wolf diets. In northwestern Montana, white-tailed deer comprised 83% of wolf kills,

whereas elk and moose comprised 14% and 3%, respectively (Kunkel et al. 1999). However, 87% of wolf kills in

YNP during 1999 were elk (Smith et al. 2000). In central Idaho, elk (53%) and deer (42%) were the most frequently

detected species in scat samples collected in summer 1997 (Mack and Laudon 1998). Ungulate species compose

different proportions of wolf diets, depending on the relative abundance and distribution of available prey within the

territory.

Wolves also prey on smaller species such as rabbits or beaver. Wolf scat collected in YNP in 1998 contained voles,

ground squirrels, snowshoe hare, coyote, bear, insects, and vegetation (Smith 1998). Earlier work in northwestern

Montana also documented non-ungulate prey species, such as: ruffed grouse, raven, striped skunk, beaver, coyote,

porcupine, and golden eagle (Boyd et al. 1994).

Wolves also scavenge opportunistically on vehicle- or train-killed ungulates, winterkill, and on kills made by other

carnivores, particularly mountain lions. Wolves in northwestern Montana scavenge the butchered remains of

domestic livestock or big game animals at rural bone yards or carcass disposal sites. In most instances, private

individuals discard these remains on nearby public land. Some northwestern Montana packs also scavenge ungulate

carcasses cleared from local highways and left in a gravel pit by the Montana Department of Transportation.

Wolves may also kill and feed upon domestic livestock such as cattle, sheep, llamas, horses, or goats. They may
also kill domestic dogs but usually do not feed on the carcass.

Movements and Territories

A pack establishes an annual home range or territory and defends it from trespassing wolves. From late April until

September, pack activity is centered at or near the den or rendezvous sites, as adults hunt and bring food back to the

pups. One or more rendezvous sites are used after pups emerge from the den. These sites are in meadows or forest

openings near the den, but sometimes arc .several miles away. Adults will carry small pups to a rendezvous site.

Pups travel and hunt with the pack by September. The pack hunts throughout its territory until the following spring.

Pack boundaries and territory sizes may vary from year to year. Similarly, a wolf pack may travel in its territory

differently from one year to the next because of changes in prey availability or distribution, intraspeciflc confiict

with nearest neighbors, or the establishment of a new neighboring pack. Because the attributes of each pack's
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territory are so unique (elevations, land use, land ownership pallems, prey species present and relative abundance,

etc.), it is difficult to generalize about wolf territories and movements.

After recolonizing the GNP area in the 1980s, individual wolves dispersed and established new packs and territories

elsewhere in western Montana. Wolves demonstrated a greater tolerance of human presence and disturbance than

previously thought characteristic of the species. It was previously believed that higher elevation public lands would

comprise the primary occupied habitats (Fritts et al.l994). While some packs have established territories in

backcountry areas, most preferred lower elevations and gentle terrain where prey is more abundant, particularly in

winter (Boyd-Heger 1997). In some .settings, geography dictates that wolf packs use or travel through private lands

and co-exist in close proximity with people and livestock. Since the first pack established a territory outside the

GNP area in the early 1990s, packs in northwestern Montana negotiated a wide spectrum of property owners and

land uses. These colonizers also settled across an array of rural development.

With the exception of GNP packs, wolves in northwest Montana move through a complex matrix of public, private,

and corporate-owned lands. Landowner acceptance of wolf presence and the use of private lands is highly variable

in space and time. Given the mobility of the species and the extent to which these lands are intermingled, it would

not be unusual for a wolf to traverse each of these ownerships in a single day. Land uses range from dispersed

outdoor recreation, timber production, or livestock grazing to home sites within the rural-wildland interface, hobby

farming/livestock, or full-scale resort developments with golf courses. For example, private lands make up 55% of

the Little Wolf pack's territory west of Kalispell (USFWS unpubl. data). TTie majority is owned by Plum Creek

Timber Company and managed for commercial timber production. While technically private property, Plum Creek

lands are generally open to public recreation. Livestock are present under a grazing lease between the company and

a local grazing cooperative. The remaining 45% of the pack's territory is public land and managed for multiple

uses. In contrast, individual citizens manage 53% of the private land in the Boulder pack's territory west of Helena

for livestock production.

Private land may offer habitat features that are especially attractive to wolves so the pack may utilize those lands

disproportionately more often than other parts of their territory. Land uses may predispose a pack to conflict with

people or livestock, although the presence of livestock does not make it a forgone conclusion that a pack will

routinely depredate. Domestic livestock are present year round within the territories of many Montana packs. For

example, since the late 1980s, the Ninemile and Murphy Lake packs encountered livestock regularly, but caused

conflict only sporadically.

The earliest colonizing wolves had large territories. Ream et al. ( 1991 ) reported an average of 460 square miles

(mi"). In recent years, average territory size decreased, probably as new territories filled in suitable, unoccupied

habitat. In the Northwest Montana Recovery Area during 1999, the average territory size was 185 mi" (8 packs).

Individual territories were highly variable in size, with a range of 24-614 mi" (USFWS et al. 2000).

Territories in the GYA were larger, averaging 344 mi" ( 1 1 packs). Individual pack territories ranged from 33 to 934

mi^. Central Idaho wolf packs had the largest average territory size of 360 mi" (13 packs), with individual pack

territories ranging from 141 - 703 mi' (USFWS et al. 2000).

Dispersal

When wolves reach sexual maturity, some remain with their natal pack while others leave, looking for a mate to start

a new pack of their own. These individual wolves are called dispersers. Dispersal may be to nearby unoccupied

habitat near their natal pack's territory or it may entail traveling several hundred miles before locating vacant

habitat, a mate, or joining another pack. Animals may disperse preferentially to areas occupied by conspecitlcs (Ray

et al. 1991 ). This appears true for the gray wolf, a species that utilizes scent marking and howling to locate other

wolves (Ray et al. 1991). Boyd and Pletscher ( 1999) indicated that the dispersers in their study moved towards

areas with higher wolf densities than found in their natal areas - in this case northward towards Canada. This has

important implications for wolves in Montana, which now have conspecitlcs to the south and west in central Idaho

and YNP. Dispersal has already resulted in the formation of several new packs in Montana (Fig. 2) (Boyd et al.

1995, USFWS et al. 2001 ). Wolves will probably continue dispersing from the core areas and slowly occupy

landscapes between the Canadian border, central Idaho and northwestern Wyoming (USFWS et al. 2000).
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Ultimately, this will yield a mcta-population, capable of genetic exchange across the northern Rocky Mountains

(Forbes and Boyd 1996, 1997).

Boyd and Pletschcr (1999) studied wolf recovery in northwestern Montana from 1979 to 1997. Male wolves

dispersed at an average age of 28.7 months and traveled an average of 70 mi from their natal territory before

establishing a new territory or joining an existing pack. Females averaged 38.4 months old at dispersal and traveled

an average of 48 mi. Males and females, combined, traveled an average of 60 mi (range 10-158 mi). A captured

sample of males and females dispersed at rates proportional to their occurrence. There were two peaks of dispersal:

January-February (courtship and breeding season) and May-June.

The Yellowstone Wolf Project documented 36 dispersal events (18 females and 18 males) from 1995-1999 (Smith et

al. 2000). Males dispersed an average of 54 mi and females dispersed an average of 40 mi. The longest recorded

dispersal of a Yellowstone wolf to date was 221 mi. This Yellowstone-bom male ultimately settled in central Idaho.

Increasingly, dispersal is being documented among and between all three recover)' areas in the northern Rockies

(Bangs et al. 1998, Mack and Laudon 1998, Smith et al. 2000). Combined, there were 21 known dispersal events in

2(X)0 and 19 in 1999 (USFWS et al. 2000). Dispersal paths crossed international boundaries, state boundaries,

public and private land boundaries, different land uses, and agency jurisdictions.

Mortality

Wolves die from a variety of causes, usually classified as either natural or human-caused. Naturally caused

mortalities result from territorial conflicts between packs, injuries while hunting prey, old age, disease, starvation, or

accidents. In an established Alaskan wolf population largely protected from human-caused mortality, most wolves

were killed by other wolves - usually from neighboring packs (Mech et al. 1998). However, in the northem

Rockies, natural mortality probably does not regulate populations (USFWS 2000). Humans are the largest cause of

wolf mortality and the only cause that can significantly affect populations at recovery levels (USFWS 2000).

Human caused mortality includes control actions to resolve conflicts, legal and illegal killings, as well as car/train

collisions.

Pletscher et al. ( 1997) studied survival and mortality patterns of wolves in the GNP area. Total annual survival for

this semi-protected population was a relatively high 80%. The survival rate for resident wolves was even higher

(84%), but dispcrsers had a 64% chance for survival. Despite the high survival rates, humans accounted for the vast

majority of wolf deaths. Of the 43 deaths investigated from 1982-1995, 88% were human-caused (56% legal, 32%
illegal). Three wolves died of natural causes and two died of unknown causes.

More recent mortality data are available from the USFWS et al. (2001). In the Northwest Montana Recovery Area,

there were at least 18 mortalities in 2000. Cause of death was known for 15. At least seven wolves were illegally

killed, four died in agency control actions, and four wolves died from vehicle /train collisions. In the GYA, at least

20 wolves died in 2000, and the cause of death is known for 15. Nine wolves died due to human causes (six control

actions, two vehicle collisions, one illegal) and six died from natural causes. Five additional mortalities were

documented, but the causes were not readily apparent. These were either classified as unknown or unresolved

pending further investigation. In the Central Idaho Recovery Area, 17 human-cau.sed mortalities were documented

in 2000. Control actions removed ten. One wolf died of natural causes and tlve more died from unknown causes.

Genetics

In recent years, the application of genetic techniques to the study of wildlife populations has permitted managers to

address issues of genetic diversity and population viability with increased confidence. These techniques have

yielded information relevant to wolf conservation and management in the northem Rockies. Wolf recovery in the

northem Rockies advanced from the combination of recolonization of northwestcm Montana by relatively few

wolves from Canada and the reintroduction of wolves into YNP and central Idaho. In northwestem Montana, the

founding population was small enough that inbreeding among closely related individuals was possible. Fortunately,

the genetic variation among the first colonizers was high (Forbes and Boyd 1996). The combination of high genetic

variation among colonizers and ongoing natural dispersal to and trom Canadian populations w;is adequate to assure

long-term population viability, provided that genetic exchange continued.
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Similar concerns existed for the relatively small founding population reintroduced to YNP and central Idaho. But

wolves were trapped from two distinct source populations in Canada. The genetic variation among reintroduced

wolves (and the .source populations from which they came) was also high (Forbes and Boyd 1997). Overall,

heterozygosity was similar among samples of natural rccolonizers, reintroduced individuals, and the Canadian

source populations. Field studies of wolf dispersal and migration distances supported the genetic results (Ream et

al. 1991, Boyd et al. 1995, Boyd and Pletscher 1999). Wolf populations in the northern Rockies should not suffer

from inbreeding depression.

An underlying tenant of the wolf recovery and restoration program is that each state's wolf population is

functionally connected so that genetic material can be exchanged among all three. In isolation, none of the three

populations could maintain its genetic viability (USFWS 1994a, Fritts and Carbyn 1995).

Population Growth

Wolf populations increase or decrease through the combination and interaction of wolf densities and prey densities

(Keith 1983, Fuller 1989). Actual rates of change depend on whether the wolf population is pioneering vacant

habitat (as in YNP and central Idaho) or whether the population is well established (as in northwestern Montana).

The degree and type of legal protection, agency control actions, and regulated harvest also influence population

trends. Once established, wolf populations apparently can withstand human-caused mortality rates of up to 28-35%

without declining (Keith 1983, Fuller 1989).

If protected, low density wolf populations can increase rapidly if prey is abundant. Keith ( 1983) speculated that a

30% annual increase could be the maximum rate of increase for any wild wolf population. Once densities were high

enough, social interactions probably intensify. Intraspecific conflict and increased competition for food eventually

cause the population to level off or decline (Keith 1983, Fuller 1989).

Wolf populations in the GNP area (northwestern Montana and southeastern Alberta) increased an average of 23%
annually from 1986-1993 (Fritts et al. 1995). After 1993, the population leveled off (Pletscher et al. 1997). Those

packs produced dispersers that eventually colonized vacant habitats in western Montana (USFWS unpubl. data).

Some packs which formed in the Northwestern Montana Recovery Area since the early 1990s persisted, but others

did not. Packs have been lost due to illegal mortality, control actions where livestock depredation was chronic, and

for other unknown reasons.

The average annual rate of increase from 1992 to 2000 in northwestern Montana was 4.7% (USFWS et al. 2001 ). In

1992, the minimum mid-winter count (including pups) was 41 wolves. Sixty-two wolves were counted in 2000.

The highest count was 70 wolves, at the end of 1996. The population grew in some years, but declined in others.

Some of the variation probably reflects true changes wolf numbers, but some variation may be due to monitoring

inaccuracy or decreased monitoring effort.

Prey populations influenced recent wolf population dynamics in northwestern Montana. White-tailed deer

populations expanded from the late 1970s through the mid 1990s, in part precipitating and sustaining increases in

wolf numbers and distribution. However, the winter of 1996/97 was exceptionally severe, and white-tailed deer

populations declined significantly (Sime, unpubl. data). Other prey populations also declined and poor recruitment

was attributed to winterkill. The USI^S believes that the significant decline in natural prey availability led to the

record high number of livestock depredations and subsequent lethal control. Wolf depredations on livestock in 1997

alone accounted for 50%j of all depredations in northwestern Montana between 1987 and 1999. Smaller prey

populations likely translated to decreased wolf pup survival in 1997 and 1998, compared to 1996. Ungulate

populations rebounded in recent years and the wolf population is also nearing its 1996 level.

Wolf populations in the GYA and central Idaho areas exceeded all expectations for reproduction and survival

(Bangs et al. 1998). Populations became established in both areas within 2 years, rather than the predicted three to

five years. Pup production and survival in the GYA has been high. The average annual growth rate for the GYA
from 1996-2000 is 35%, based on the minimum count as of December 3 1 and including pups (USFWS et al. 2001 ).

However, population growth in the GYA slowed in 1999 after the rapid increase in the first three years post-
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reintroduction (Smith ct al. 2000). The average annual growth rate for this population is 36%, based on minimum
counts on December 31 and including pups (USFWS et al. 2001 ).

It is likely that population growth rates will slow for both the core Yellowstone and central Idaho populations

becau.se of declining availability of suitable, vacant habitat. However, these populations will be a source of founders

for new packs outside YNP, central Idaho, Wyoming, and Montana. While population growth slows or levels off in

core areas, wolf numbers and distribution outside core areas arc expected to increase rapidly in the next few years as

wolves bom in the initial pul.se sexually mature and disperse to colonize vacant habitats elsewhere.

Pack membership typifies the predominant manner in which a wolf exists in the wild. The pack is the mechanism

by which wolves reproduce and populations grow. However, in most wolf populations, some lone, nomadic

individuals exist as dispersers — looking for vacant habitat, waiting to be found by a member of the opposite sex

within a new home range, or searching for an existing pack to join. Up to 10-15% of a wolf population may be

comprised of lone animals.

This is a temporary transition. Wolves in northwestern Montana usually found other wolves in an average of 66

days (range 2-202 days) (Boyd and Plet.scher 1999). Occasionally, lone wolves get into conflict with people and/or

hvestock, ultimately being lost to the population through legal or illegal means. For a wolf to make a contribution to

the population, it must affiliate with other wolves. Until they affiliate with a pack, lone wolves are generally

counted separately or omitted from population counts altogether because they do not contribute to population

growth.

Interactions with Other Species

The relationships between carnivores and other species, and the ecosystems in which they live, could be the most

poorly understood and controversial dimension of carnivore ecology (Estes 1996). The real question is not whether

carnivores play important, unique roles in the natural functioning of ecosystems, but rather how they go about it, to

what degree, and at what scale (Mcch 1996).

Wolves could function as a "keystone species," which exists at relatively low abundance, whose effect on its

community or ecosystem is relatively large and involves multiple trophic levels (Power et al. 1996, Estes 1996).

Despite the volumes of published literature on gray wolves, there is remarkably limited evidence of the precise

nature, degree, and mechanisms by which the species demonstrates ecosystem-level effects.

Wolves kill ungulates, but the effects on ungulate populations are varied. Scavenging species, such as coyotes,

common ravens, and wolverines feed on wolf kills. A wide variety of scavengers and other carnivores benefit from

carrion being readily available year round, rather than just a pulse in the early spring because of winterkill (Stabler

et al. 2001 ). Wolves may directly or indirectly compete for food with other carnivores (e.g. mountain lion) by

selecting similar prey, or by usurping kills (Kunkel et al. 1999). Wolves have even been observed harassing grizzly

bears in an attempt to take over ungulate carcas.ses (D. Boyd pers. comm.). Wolves sometimes kill other carnivores,

such as mountain lions, coyotes, or grizzly bear cubs (White and Boyd 1989, Boyd and Nealc 1992, Arjo 1998,

Crabtree and Sheldon 1999).

VALUES OF WOLVES IN MONTANA

Biological

Predatory mammals such as the gray wolf are probably vital to the integrity of many ecosystems (Estes 1996).

Interactions between top-level carnivores and prey species through evolutionary time has shaped and fine-tuned

each one morphologically and bchaviorally into what they are today. In the absence of those functional

relationships, ecological systems may not be balanced.

Top-level carnivores may speed up nutrient cycling, provide carrion for other species, cull sick or weak animals, and

contribute to biological diversity. Broader habitat managcnicnl and conservation purposes arc also served by the

presence of large carnivores such as the gray wolf (Fritts et al. 1994). Providing and sustaining an adequate prey
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base for wolves and other carnivores, requires that ungulates be carefully managed and their habitats protected,

which ultimately benefits entire plant and animal communities.

Because wolves and other large carnivores have large home ranges, attention should be focused on the habitat values

of both public and private lands. Private lands, in particular have substantial value to wildlife because they

frequently occur at low elevations which moderate extreme weather conditions such as deep snow. Voluntary

habitat conservation efforts, such as land or vegetation management plans and conservation easements will

ultimately benefit many wildlife species.

Social, Cultural, Aesthetic

The social, cultural, and aesthetic values of wolves today grow out of a long and colorful history of interactions

between wolves and humans. Early Native American Indians shared the landscape with the gray wolf. The wolf

ultimately attained a cultural significance to many Native American tribes in Montana. For the Blackfeet, the wolf

is a powerful religious symbol and is known as a "medicine animal" (Vest 1988).

In the days of European settlement and for decades thereafter, wolves were viewed unfavorably because they killed

livestock during a period of dramatic declines in native prey populations. Wolves were also perceived as a negative,

controlling influence on prey populations. However, public opinion about predators and wolves, in particular,

evolved through the 1960s and 1970s. The gray wolf came to symboUze changing attitudes about wildlife, the

environment, and public lands. Finally with the passage of the ESA and similar laws in the states, changing

attitudes were institutionalized. Increasingly, the national pubhc embraced the wolf as a symbol of wilderness and

the call to save imperiled species. The calls were simultaneously reinforced by the media, which promoted broad

public interest in wolves and their ultimate restoration into former habitats in the northern Rockies. Today, 62% of

respondents in a national survey indicated that they were satisfied just knowing that wolves would be present in

YNP (Duffield et al. 1993).

For some, the gray wolf symbolizes the diversity of American thought, values, and opinions. From persecuted

beast, to dogged survivor, to the top of the food chain in America's first national park, the gray wolfs lot and human

attitudes have gone full circle. Yet, there remains a great diversity in the social, cultural, and aesthetic values that

Montanans assign to gray wolves.

Economic

Montana is well known for its national parks, wilderness areas, vast expanses of public lands, and a high quality

environment that sustains healthy populations of native fish and wildlife. Visitors and residents alike enjoy hunting,

fishing, wildlife viewing, and other forms of outdoor recreation. In 1992, YNP area residents reported a 90% rate of

participation in wildlife viewing activities. Similarly, 94% of visitors who spent more than one day in YNP reported

that their activities included viewing wildlife (USFWS 1994a).

The presence of wolves in Montana has contributed to the interest and visitation to national parks, as well as to the

perceptions of Montana having diverse and abundant natural resources. It is estimated that more than 30,000

visitors to YNP from 1995-1998 saw wolves (Bangs et al. 1998). As of August 2001, 85,000 people have seen

wolves in YNP (D. Smith pers comm.). The majority of nonresident visitors to Montana surveyed in 1999 ranked

Glacier and Yellowstone national parks as their primary attractions. Of all the types of attractions in Montana,

mountains. Glacier and Yellowstone national parks, rivers, open space, and wildlife were the top six, respectively

(Parrish et al. 1997, Dillion and Nickerson 2000). The net benefits of wolf recovery alone were estimated at $10

million per year (Duffield et al. 1993).

In 1999, these attributes attracted 9.4 million visitors to Montana who spent an estimated $1.6 billion on goods and

services. Expenditures increa.sed about 4% over 1998 amounts. Since 1991, expenditures increased 2-7% each

year, except 1 996. Tourism is directly responsible for 30,000 jobs in Montana (6% of all jobs in the state) and

supports thousands more indirectly (Cheek and Black 1998). Nonresident travel is an important part of the state's

economy, on par with agriculture in terms of employment, and the wood products industry for total income (Cheek

and Black 1998).
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In Minnesota, wolf-related ecotourism has grown significantly. Similar growth may be possible in Montana.

Already in Montana, guiding and outfitting services for nature tours, wildlife observation, wildlife photography, and

"outdoor adventures" have grown in popularity. In fact, the employment growth of Montana's amusement and

recreation industry is outpacing all the other travel-related industries (Dillion and Nickerson 2000). The presence of

wolves diversifies the opportunities associated with this type of economic activity.

CHALLENGES OF WOLF PRESENCE IN MONTANA

Biological

One of the most fundamental challenges of wolf recovery and restoration is the uncertainty of the outcome, as a

large carnivore that has been missing for decades resumes its functional role in the ecosystem. Biologists could only

predict the effects of restored wolf populations on prey populations or other wildlife based on what was known from

other places. It appears that many of the original predictions about the reintroduction to the GYA and central Idaho

were accurate, at least in the short term (Bangs et al. 1998). However, it remains to be seen whether those

predictions will be accurate over the long term.

The uncertainty about the nature, cause, magnitude, and mechanisms of wildlife population fluctuations is further

complicated by the presence of wolves. The last time wolves were present with high prey densities, bison still

roamed the Great Plains. Today, wolf-prey relationships are influenced by many factors, including habitat

modification by humans, land management activities, changes in prey species distribution and numbers, economics,

and social and political factors — all of which, in and of themselves, arc highly dynamic. Predator-prey

relationships have been studied extensively; yet the results of each study are unique to the study area, and the

conditions prevaiUng at the time the research was conducted (e.g. predator species present, predator density, prey

species present, prey density, winter severity etc.).

How predator and prey populations respond to MFWP management activities is also uncertain. The history of

wildlife management includes many examples of new approaches that grew out of experience and information

gained along the way

Social, Cultural, Aesthetic

The challenge of the next decade will be how to manage the wolf, having been largely successful in saving the

species from extinction in the lower 48 states (Mech 1995). The greatest challenges associated with wolf

management often come from social and political issues rather than biological issues. Fritts et al. ( 1994) speculated

that perhaps no other wildlife species is as affected by human perceptions and attitudes as the gray wolf.

Experience in Minnesota demonstrates that active management of wolf numbers and distribution is a necessity,

given their reproductive potential and dispersal capabilities. It is unrealistic to expect that wolves could exist in 21*'

century settings as they did in at the tiine of Lewis and Clark. Management, including lethal removal, is necessary

to address and reduce conflicts with livestock and humans, as well as to have a cost-efficient program (Mech 1995,

Mech 2001 ). However, the same pubhc sentiments that promoted wolf recovery and protection often oppose

management and lethal removal of wolves (Mech 1995). This irony has led many wolf experts to emphasize the

need for a balanced public outreach program that incorporates wolf control as a part of any wolf restoration program

(Fritts et al. 1995).

In contrast, some livestock organizations and hunting advocates in the northern Rockies spoke out against wolf

recovery and restoration efforts in the GYA and central Idaho, as well as against the legal protections afforded

wolves by the ESA (USFWS 1994b). Opposition stemmed from concerns about wolf depredations on livestock and

the associated economic losses, loss of management flexibility by federal land management agencies, land-use

restrictions, impacts to big game populations, and reduced hunting opportunity. Despite many legal challenges,

wolves were released. The USFWS worked to increase the tolerance and acceptance of wolves by those who
expressed the greatest opposition or who would be affected the most by wolf presence. Resolution of conflicts in a

safe, efficient manner was a priority. Upon delisting, Montana will face similar challenges.
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Public opinions in Montana vary greatly. We have a dispersed rural population, an urban population concentrated in

a few populous counties, an economy in which agriculture ranks among the top 3 industries, and expanses of public

land that could support wolves. The spectrum of human values and attitudes about wolves ranges from total

protection of the species to total elimination. These values are highlighted by urban and rural differences, by

differences between residents of Montana. Idaho, and Wyoming and the national public, and by differences in the

knowledge and understanding of wolf biology and the education of individual respondents (USFWS 1994a). These

differences in values, attitudes, and opinions create a challenging environment in which to manage a controversial

species.

Economic

One economic challenge of wolf presence in Montana stems from the real and perceived imbalance between the

economic and social costs experienced by individuals, businesses, organizations, or agencies most directly affected

by wolves and the economic and social benefits that accrue to those less directly affected. The costs and benefits do

not accrue equitably to the same individuals, businesses, organizations, or agencies.

The USFWS predicted that some segments of the economy would be negatively affected and others would be

positively affected by wolf restoration in the GYA and central Idaho (USFWS 1994a). Negative costs were

predicted for livestock producers who experienced wolf-related livestock losses and for hunting-related businesses.

Positive economic benefits were expected for businesses related to tourism, outdoor recreation, and national park

visitation.

Individual producers may experience significant direct and/or indirect economic impacts due to wolf presence or

depredation (Bangs et al. 1998). In the GYA and central Idaho recovery areas to date, confirmed wolf-caused

livestock losses have been less than predicted (Bangs et al. 1998). Predictions were not made for the Northwestern

Montana Recovery Area, although there has been at least one depredation event in every year except one, from

1987-2000. Producers could have other losses beyond what is confirmed and documented. Since 1987, a privately

funded program paid a total of $150,000 for confirmed or highly probable wolf-caused Uvestock losses in Montana,

Wyoming, and Idaho (Bangs and Shivik 2001 ). It is difficult to estimate the economic losses due to unconfirmed

livestock losses or the indirect economic costs associated with wolf presence or depredation.

For hunting-related businesses such as outfitting, economic losses may be associated with decreased hunter

opportunity or fewer recreational days afield, which ultimately may reduce hunter expenditures or participation

rates. Ultimately hunter opportunity will probably fluctuate as predator and prey populations change through time.

In northwestern Montana, prey populations declined in one hunting district on the western border of GNP after

wolves established. This was due to the combination of predation by all carnivores in the area, intermittently low

recruitment of fawns and calves, possible overharvest of antlerless elk, and natural mortality caused by severe

winters (Kunkel et al. 1999, T. Thier pers. comm.). Similar decreases were observed in the elk population in the

South Fork of the Flathead River, an area devoid of wolves during most of the same period (J. Vore pers. comm.).

In that drainage, overharvest of antlerless elk was a contributing factor.

Although ecotourism is touted as a viable, sustainable way of generating economic activity through "low-impact"

use of natural resources, ecotourism has potentially negative consequences. Risks to resources include increased

infrastructure development, habitat degradation, wildlife disturbance, increased demands, and an erroneous

perception that ecotourism leads to long-term protection of environmental assets (Isaacs 2000).

The State of Montana must also secure adequate financial and personnel resources to implement a wolf conservation

and management program. While many aspects of this program fall within existing duties and activities already

carried out by MFWP, some components clearly add to existing responsibilities and workloads. Existing budget and

personnel resources cannot absorb this expansion. Other state and federal agencies will be similarly affected. The

responsibility to address the economic challenges of wolf conservation and management resides with all interests.
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WOLF CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT

Introduction

Montana's wildlife legacy includes a rich diversity of species. Throughout its 100-year history, MFWP has actively

restored, perpetuated, and managed the fish and wildlife resources of the state. Some activities promoted wolf

recovery, such as careful ungulate population management, research, and monitoring, the acquisition of Wildlife

Management Areas {WMAs), purchase of conservation easements, and other efforts to preserve and restore wildlife

habitats.

In keeping with the stewardship principles extended to other species, MFWP will conserve and manage wolves in

concert with the rest of our wildlife heritage. These stewardship principles embody the ideals of conservation,

implying the long-term persistence of wolves. Active management will also be required to address conflicts

between wolves, people, livestock, and other wildlife species. Conservation and management are not mutually

exclusive concepts. When taken together, our direction is to integrate and sustain wolves in suitable habitats within

the complex biological, social, and economic landscapes using a variety of management tools. MFWP is committed

to achieving this balance. In conjunction with our neighbors, Idalio and Wyoming, we will sustain wolf populations

at secure levels which prevent reclassification under ESA.

In taking a balanced approach between conservation and management, MFWP will bring the gray wolf into the

existing management framework, programs, and policies for other carnivores, such as mountain lions and black or

grizzly bears. Even though black and grizzly bears are omnivorous, for the purposes of this plan, they are

functionally included in the carnivore group with lions and wolves because of their predator)' capabilities. Although

each of these species is biologically unique, there are common threads to how they are managed. Elements of the

gray wolf program will also overlap other existing programs, such as ungulate management and research, habitat,

public outreach, law enforcement, and private landowner relations. A successful conservation and management

program for wolves ultimately depends on people and their attitudes. An information and education program is

discussed in a separate chapter.

Adaptive Management

MFWP's wolf program will be based on principles of adaptive management. Adaptive resource management

provides a framework and a process for decision-making, which aligns management objectives and constraints, even

when the outcome is uncertain. Decisions are based on current and future status of the resources. Through time,

experience and knowledge accumulate. Research and management arc conducted simultaneously in a coordinated

fashion that improves management (Lancia et al. 1996).

An adaptive management program has 4 components: objectives, management alternatives, predicted outcomes of

management activities (models), and a monitoring program. Initially, objectives are established. Next, a

management alternative is selected from a range of liberal to conservative strategies and implemented. The

monitoring program measures the outcomes and detects any changes. Measured outcomes are compared to the

predicted outcomes, and the model is refined lo more closely match what actually hapf>ened. Then, another

management alternative is selected and implemented. Management actions change through time based on current

resource status and how that compares with the original objectives.

Wolf Population Objectives

Montana shares a legal requirement with the states of Idaho and Wyoming to maintain a minimum total of 30

breeding pairs in the region. If each stale were to sustain an equal number or ten pairs each, the biological intent of

the recovery plan would be met — so long as wolves were well distributed across the region. Based on ten years of

experience in northwest Montana, not all packs are successful each and every year, 14-17 packs would be needed to

achieve the minimum number of 10 breeding pairs with at least two pups on December 31 (USFWS unpubl. data).

Montana will maintain at least 14-17 packs statewide. (Jiven an average pack size of 5-7 members, between 70 and

1 19 wolves would be present in Montana, at the minimum. Montana habitats have the potential to support more

than 17 packs, and there will be no administrative limit imposed on total pack numbers. MFWP does not

administratively declare an upper limit or maxiniuni nunihcr of individuals of any wildlife species in the state in the
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context of a "cap." Instead, MFWP identifies population objectives that are based on landowner tolerance, habitat

conditions, social factors, and biological considerations. Wildlife populations are managed according to the

objectives and population status, using a range of management tools. A wolf MFWP will document, monitor, and

manage all wolf packs within available habitats according to the adaptive management principles and conflict

resolution tools described in this plan.

These population objectives identify a minimum number of packs that will meet the legal requirements. We assume

that additional packs will become established and the actual number of packs in Montana when wolves are officially

delisted will be above the minimum recovery criteria. As the number of packs varies through time, adaptive

management principles come into play. Management strategies and conflict resolution tools will be more

conservative as the number of packs decreases, approaching the legal minimum. In contrast, management strategies

become more liberal as the number of packs increases. Ultimately, the wolf population itself identifies the

appropriate management strategies. A wolf population of 15 packs is not considered a minimum or a maximum

allowable number of packs. Rather, the value of 15 is used to signal a transition in management strategies from

liberal to conservative, as the number of packs changes. The threshold of 15 packs was determined by examining

the reproductive histories of the packs with the longest tenure. The Interagency Technical Committee also

deliberated this value. It was ultimately recommended to the Council and formally endorsed.

Animals dispersing into Montana from YNP, central Idaho, and Canada will supplement the Montana wolf

population. Similarly, Montana wolves will disperse out and supplement other populations. In the end, some or all

packs are transitory. In order to maintain wolves at or above the recovery criteria, new packs must be able to replace

those that die out or are eUminated. In the long run, exchange of wolves between and among the three areas will

help ensure that minimum population objectives are met. Wolf population trends in the three recovery areas from

1987 to 2000 are shown in Figure 3.

Wolf Distribution

Nationally and within Montana, people have demonstrated a strong interest in restoring the gray wolf to its former

historic range. Yet there have been dramatic changes in the landscape since wolves roamed Montana at the turn of

the 20"" century. Human settlement, the introduction of livestock and agriculture, and the current abundance and

distribution of native ungulates make for a dramatically different landscape for wolves in the 2V' century.

Due to the magnitude of these changes, the federal gray wolf recovery team identified areas with large tracts of

public lands and adequate native prey as suitable habitats for wolf restoration. These were remote federal lands,

designated wilderness areas (e.g. the Bob Marshall complex), and national parks. The recovery plan emphasized

these areas because of the lower potential for conflict with Uvestock and people (USFWS 1987).

However, wolves in Montana readily use altered landscapes, even demonstrating preferences for low elevation

agricultural or commercial timberlands. Federal lands at low elevations are typically managed for multiple uses and

are intermingled with privately owned lands, resulting in a checkerboard pattern of mixed land ownership. When

combined with the geography in Montana, approximately the western half of Montana provides suitable wolf habitat

in the 21" century. Wolves exist within a full array of backcountry wilderness areas, muUiple use lands,

intermingled public and private lands, and wholly private lands.

Wolves can exist in many different habitats. However, wolf distribution in Montana will ultimately be defined by

the interplay between ecological needs and social tolerance, as is the case for many other wildlife species such as

deer, elk, bears, and mountain lions (Decker and Purdy 1988, Fritts and Carbyn 1995, Bangs et al. 1998, Riley and

Decker 2000). People have different tolerance levels, values, and attitudes about wildlife and large carnivores in

particular. Furthermore, tolerance varies in space and time and at different scales.

Social acceptance of wolves transcends the boundaries of geography, land ownership, or land use designations just

like a pack territory boundary transcends those same delineations. An adaptive approach will help MFWP
implement its wolf program over the range of social acceptance values now and in the future as values change.
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Wolf Population Trends
N. Rocky Mountain States, 1979-2000

CO
LU
>
O

500

400

300

O
4fe

200

100

I

...Il
79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00

YEAR

NW MONTANA
I I

YELLOWSTONE
| |

CENTRAL IDAHO

Figure 3. Grey wolf population trends in the Northwest Montana, Greater Yellowstone, and central Idaho recovery

areas from 1979-2000. (Source: USFWS ct al. 2001)

Present wolf distribution in Montana is presented in Figure 2. MFWP anticipates that wolf distribution will evolve

through time due to the interplay of ecological needs and social tolerance. It will most likely comprise western

Montana. Even in western Montana, wolf distribution will be discontinuous compared to the more homogeneous
habitats and continuous wolf distribution typical of the upper Midwest. The distribution of deer and elk populations

in high enough densities to support wolves is discontinuous because of marginal habitat conditions for ungulates or

concentrated human settlements in intermountain valleys. Although there is an adequate natural prey base to

support wolf presence in eastern Montana, most of the land base is privately owned. Most of the public lands in

eastern Montana are grazed by domestic livestock during some part of the growing season. The higher frequency

with which wolves conflict with livestock on public and private land makes it unlikely that a wolf pack could be

sustained over the long tenn. However, wolf distribution would not be artificially restricted if social tolerance

permits wolf presence. Indeed, the general distribution of all wildlife species in Montana is dctemiined through the

interaction of species' ecological requirements and human tolerance, not through artificial restrictions. In the case

of wolves, the existence of a privately funded compensation program has helped to increase social tolerance for

wolves. This subject is discussed in a later chapter.

By not establishing administrative limits to wolf distribution, wolves could disperse and move freely between

northwestern Wyoming, central Idaho, and Canada. The capability to exchange genetic material among the sub-

populations in the region is an important underpinning of wolf recovery and is required for long-icnu population

viability. The absence of any presupposed boundaries of wolf distribution provides maximum flexibility to MFWP
to accommodate wolf presence, address public concerns, and meet public expectations.
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Montana's wolf program will emphasize large contiguous blocks of public land, managed primarily as backcountry

areas or national parks where tliere is the least potential for conflict, particularly with livestock. Wolf presence will

be encouraged on these lands. The national public identifies very strongly with public lands in western states, and it

desires that these lands be managed according to the broadest interpretation of "public benefits." The national

public strongly supported wolf restoration in the GYA and central Idaho (Dufficld et al. 199.1, USFWS 1994b).

However, Montanans' opinions were less supportive (Tucker and Pletscher 1989). Nonetheless, the Montana public

may be more willing to accept wolves on these remote public lands, particularly if conflicts are minimal and

problem wolves are managed. Management strategies employed in these habitats will be more conservative,

favoring wolf presence.

Outside backcountry areas, Montana is extremely diverse. With the complex mix of differing prey bases, land

ownership, land uses, social tolerance levels, and potential for conflict, all possible combinations exist. Each unique

combination could be termed a management setting, which is the suite of characteristics for a particular area with

regard to the biological and social characteristics, the physical attributes of the environment, land ownership, and

land uses. Wolf packs in areas of interspersed public and private lands will be managed in ways similar to other

free-ranging wildlife in Montana. The management strategies outUned in this plan will protect human safety,

integrate the wolf program with other MFWP program areas, and minimize conflict with livestock. Management

strategies employed outside of backcountry areas depend on wolf population status, type and severity of conflict,

land ownership, and social tolerance. While this plan will guide MFWP, some agency discretion and flexibility will

be exercised to accommodate the unique attributes of each pack, its history, the site-specific characteristics of its

home range, landowner preferences, or other factors that cannot be reasonably predicted at this time. Management

flexibility will be crucial in addressing all of the public interests that surround wolves.

Population Management

The high reproductive potential and capability of wolves to disperse long distances make population management a

necessity in many situations (Boyd and Pletscher 1999). Indeed, managing large carnivore populations is the next

significant challenge beyond restoration (Mech 1995, Mech 1996, Mech 2001).

In Montana, the goal of wolf management is to balance wolf numbers and distribution within the constraints of the

biological, social, and political landscapes. "Management" implies that cooperating agencies are actively engaged

in activities which assure long-term population welfare and minimize the potential for conflict or resolve conflict

where and when it develops. Agency actions are selected from a spectrum of possibilities and are aimed at matching

the appropriate management tools to the situation. "Management" is not synonymous with lethal control. On the

contrary, wolf population management will include the full range of tools from non-lethal to lethal and will

incorporate other agency functions such as public outreach, conservation education, law enforcement, and

landowner relations. Wolves do not exist in isolation from their environment, nor should an effective management

program isolate wolves from their environment.

Management actions will be evaluated in light of prevailing conditions or extenuating circumstances. Wolf

populations will fluctuate as a result of management actions, natural mortality, legal harvest, illegal take, wolf

productivity, and ungulate population fluctuations. Taking all of this into consideration, specific management

actions are guided by wolf population status, with a minimum of 15 packs required to use more liberal management

tools. Liberal management tools include possibilities for lethal removal of wolves. If there are fewer than 15 wolf

packs in the state, management tools are primarily non-lethal. Ultimately, under the statutory classification of

"species in need of management" and in conjunction with the rules and regulations adopted by the MFWP
Commission, wolves will be treated and managed like other wildlife species in Montana (e.g. big game, furbearers,

or game birds).

Non-Lethal Methods

The intent of non-lethal methods is to avert or resolve a wolf conflict without killing the wolf or wolves in question.

In many instances, non-lethal management tools effectively address the public or agency concern and are the most

cost effective, least intrusive method. If successful, non-lethal methods may also alleviate the need for more

intensive management actions in the future. Examples of non-lethal techniques include monitoring wolf locations

using radio telemetry, changes in livestock husbandry practices, harassment of wolves, wolf relocation, or attempts
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to modify wolf behavior. Non-lethal techniques specifically intended to modify wolf behaviors can be aversive or

disruptive (Bangs and Shivik 2(X)1 ). Aversive stimuli cause discomfort or pain to the animal after a wolf

demonstrates certain behaviors. Tlie repeated negative experience associated with certain behaviors may condition

the animal to not ref>eat that behavior. Examples are taste aversion or electric shock collars. Disruptive stimuli

attempt to prevent or alter behaviors by disrupting the animal when it l>chavcs in undesirable ways. When disrupted

by the stimuli, the animal is supposed to retreat. Examples are noise makers or siren devices triggered when a wolf

approaches livcsttKk too closely. The research arm of WS is actively investigating the utility and effectiveness of

these techniques to avert wolf conflicts with livestock (Bangs and Shivik 2001). At present, these protocols are

experimental and their efficacy is being evaluated.

MFWP will emphasize non-lethal management techniques if there are fewer than 15 wolf packs. Furthermore, in

backcountry settings and for public lands near national parks, non-lethal methods will be preferred over lethal

methods. In mixed land ownership patterns, non-lethal methods could also be used.

Livestock producers (or their agents) may non-lethally harass wolves when they are close to livestock on pubUc or

private lands. Private citizens may also non-lethally harass wolves that come close to homes, domestic pets, or

people. The intent in allowing private citizens and livestock producers to non-lethally harass wolves is to avert a

potential conflict by discouraging wolves from habituating to people or frequently visiting areas near livestock.

Sterilization procedures have some application for reducing wolf population increases under certain conditions

(Haight and Mech 1997). Field-testing is currently underway in Alaska.

Lethal Methods

Wolf populations are strongly influenced by human-caused mortality. Wolves became extinct in Montana because

of intensive human exploitation, and they ultimately recolonized after legal protections were instituted. Human-
caused mortality still influences wolf populations today (Pletscheret al. 1997, Bangs et al. 1998).

Managing human-caused mortality will be an important component of wolf population management. However,

MFWP management actions must also take into account other sources of wolf mortality that are beyond our ability

to manage, such as car/train strikes. MFWP also recognizes that wolves may die because of illegal activities. The

total of legal and illegal mortality, natural mortality, and random events will be the primary mechanism by which

wolf numbers will change. Population monitoring will provide the necessary data on which decisions will be based,

so that management can be adjusted accordingly without jeopardizing population welfare.

Legal Wolf Mortality -- Wolves could die in Montana for a variety of legal reasons.

Recent revisions to Montana statutes, which go into effect upon delisting, allow private citizens to kill a wolf if it is

threatening human life or domestic dogs. Livestock producers or their agents could also kill a wolf if it is attacking,

killing, or threatening to kill livestock - regardless of whether the incident takes place on public or private land.

Any incident in which a wolf is injured or killed in defense of life or property must be reported to MFWP as soon as

possible, but within 72 hours. The entire carcass must be returned to MFWP.

Upon confirming wolf depredation on livestock, WS may initiate lethal control actions subject to a Memorandum of

Understanding between WS. MDOL, and MFWP. MFWP may also approve lethal control of the offending animal

by livestock owners or their agents. A special kill permit (issued by MFWP) is required for any lethal control of any

legally classified wildlife in Montana, unless there is an imminent threat to a person, dog, or livestock. If a wolf is

killed on a special permit, the incident must be reported to MFWP as soon as possible, but within 72 hours. The

entire carcasses must be returned.

MFWP intends to provide opportunities for regulated public harvest of wolves through hunting and trapping as the

wolf population increases and it becomes appropriate to do so. Harvest management would proceed adaptively. but

all hunting and trapping would be cease if wolf packs totaled fewer than 1.*). As the number of packs increases

beyond 15, MFWP will as.sess population status and analyze potential management aitcrnatixes. A harvesl-onented

alternative could be selected and the fonnal recommendations drafted. Then, MFWP solicits public comment on the

proposal. A final recommendation is forwarded to the MFWP Commission for their consideration. This process

would be similar to what is currently done for all other game or forbearing species. Through public input and
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MFWP Commission oversight, harvest regulations would be established. Regulated hunting and trapping of wolves

would take place within the larger context of multi-species management programs, rather than the context of single

species management. As wolf numbers increase and distribution expands, harvest opportunity would increase.

Specific harvest objectives will depend on other losses to the wolf population, such as control actions for livestock

depredation or loss of a pack because of intraspecitlc strife.

Through annual MFWP Commission oversight and public input, hunting and trapping would take place under

designated seasons and regulations which describe legal means of take, license requirements, and reporting and

tagging requirements. Total harvest would be strictly controlled through a permit or quota system, with season

closures as soon as harvest objectives are reached. Law enforcement by the MFWP Enforcement Division would

also proceed similar to other managed wildlife species such as deer, with penalties for violations and restitution

values established in Montana statute.

Fine scale population management would be achieved by the delineation of specific harvest districts with

individualized harvest objectives. Wolves could be promoted (on remote public lands) or discouraged (in areas with

high livestock densities) depending on harvest objectives, district boundaries, and pack distribution. Hunting is not

permitted in national parks. Public harvest options would also considered in circumstances where a livestock

producer has had problems with wolves harassing or killing livestock. In these circumstances, pubhc harvest would

be in lieu of a government control action.

There is a significant amount of published literature to assist MFWP as it initiates a public harvest program for

wolves. Our Canadian neighbors manage wolf populations and address wolf conflicts using a diversity of

management tools, one of which is a sustainable public hunting and trapping program - all in an environment very

similar to Montana (Carbyn 1983, Bjorge and Gunson 1985, and Gunson 1992). All available information will be

considered during the decision-making process.

Illegal Wolf Mortality -- Illegal wolf mortality occurs in Montana, despite the current protection of ESA. Some

mortality was attributed to negative public opinions about the federal government's efforts to recover wolves, wolf

activity in a new area, and public land management policies (Bangs et al. 1998). It remains to be seen whether

illegal mortality will be a problem for future wolf populations managed by the state. Illegal mortality would result

from public taking outside of the framework established by Montana statutes and MFWP Commission rules and

regulations. Poaching, malicious killings, and mistaken identity losses would all be considered illegal. MFWP
Enforcement Division will pursue cases of illegal wolf mortality, similar to other wildlife species.

Other Considerations

Trappers may incidentally catch a gray wolf in a trap or snare intended for other species. Trappers will be required

to release the animal, if possible, and report the incident to MFWP. If the animal has debilitating injuries, the

trapper must call MFWP for assistance and reporting.

Even though MFWP has a legal requirement to maintain at least ten packs, the wolf population could decrease to

below or near recovery goal targets through an unpredictable combination of natural events and management

actions. Within national parks, wolves will always be legally protected from intentional human-caused mortality

beyond the context of a management removal. As long as wolf populations remain secure and viable, Yellowstone

and Glacier national parks will be a source of dispersing wolves to reoccupy vacant habitats outside park boundaries

if the Montana population decreased to levels near or below recovery goals. If population trends could not be

reversed by conservative management strategies, MFWP would consider transplanting wolves into Montana from

other secure populations. In reverse, a secure wolf population in Montana could serve as a source of animals for

future restoration efforts elsewhere such as Colorado, where preliminary work documented that wolves could be

sustained biologically (USFWS 2(XX)). Transplanting wildlife to augment populations is a management tool that

MFWP used to restore ungulate populations in the 1940s and 1950s and uses now for bighorn sheep.

Population Monitoring

For the first five years after the gray wolf is delisted, MFWP is required to document that the wolf population is at or

above the relisting criteria. Beyond the legal requirement, MFWP will want to include wolves in the long history of
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collcciing survey and inventory data on fish and wildlife populations. These data create the foundation upon which

all wildlife populations are managed. Mf^P recognizes that beyond its legal requirement for population

monitoring, its own interests are well served by collecting scientifically credible data. A thorough database will lead

to the successful integration of the wolf program with other wildlife programs so that all may be managed in an

ecological context.

The wolf monitoring program should document population status and trend through time. Specific objectives will

be to estimate wolf numbers, document reproduction, and tabulate mortality. These data will yield a general

demographic picture of the Montana wolf population. Additionally, information about wolf pack distribution,

individual territory boundaries, how a pack moves through and u.ses its territory, locations of wolf den and

rendezvous sites, and interactions between packs would be generated. Dispersal information could also be gathered.

Special management needs, opportunities, and constraints could also be identified. Periodic review of these data by

MFWP and its sister agencies in Idaho, Wyoming, or other cooperators will ensure that corrective measures are

taken in a timely fashion if the regional population is in jeopardy.

Although the primary wolf monitoring responsibilities will rest with MFWP upon delisting, we benefit from the

knowledge generated by the efforts and experiences of the wolf recovery program cooperators (NPS. WS. Nez Perce

Tribe, USFWS. US Forest Service, universities, and private organizations). MFWP activities will be integrated into

the regular program of work. A detailed database will assist MFWP in coordinating various wildlife program

efforts. Although MFWP personnel will carry out the primary monitoring duties, opportunities for collaboration

with other agencies, universities, non-profit organizations, volunteers, and tribal wildlife authorities will be pursued.

Collaborative efforts could be necessary in the future as wolf numbers increa.se and distribution expands

geographically across land management agency jurisdictions and Indian reservations. Partnerships will also

improve the cost effectiveness of fulfilling Montana's responsibilities.

The monitoring program will balance scientific precision with cost effectiveness. Costs of data collection typically

go up in proportion to their precision and the rigor required from the data. Financial and personnel limitations may
sometimes preclude the most precise, reliable techniques. MFWP will rely on a combination of radio-telemetry and

non-invasive techniques. The monitoring program will require greater accuracy and precision when there are 15 or

fewer wolf packs. As the number of wolf packs increases, the need for precision decreases proportionally.

Some radio collars deployed by the USFWS will still be functioning when the state assumes management authority.

MFWP will continue to monitor these existing collars and .selectively deploy additional radio collars during the first

five years after delisting. We will focus on newly fomied packs about which little is known. We may also radio

collar wolves which become available opportunistically. It will be important for MFWP personnel to gain

knowledge and experience with wolves and for these skills to accumulate as rapidly as possible. Telemetry

techniques will generate ba.seline information efficiently and help biologists learn about wolves. As knowledge and

experience increase. MFWP will decrease reliance on telemetry and incorporate more non-invasive methods for

basic survey and inventory data collection. Wolves captured while addressing conflicts will be radio collared prior

to release.

The term "non-invasive" monitoring implies that information can be gathered without actually live-capturing and

handling animals. Examples of non-invasive methods are track counts, howling surveys, observation report

summaries, remote photography, and profiling of genetic material obtained passively from hair or scat samples.

These methods can yield valuable information; however, for some monitoring objectives, validation using a radio-

collared wolf pack is required for accuracy.

Track counts are most efficiently conducted during periods of snow cover. Track surveys could confirm presence or

absence of wolves. If they arc intended to estimate pack size, they must be done repeatedly to yield accurate

information becau.se wolves will literally step in each other's footprints while traveling in groups. MFAVP presently

conducts winter ground tracking surveys in a systematic fashion for furbcarers using snowmobiles (MFWP 1995).

US Forest Service (USFS) personnel also assist with these surveys. Wolf tracks are periodically encountered

(B.Giddings pers. comm.). Existing routes may be adjusted to include the lower elevations frequently used by

wolves in association with ungulate winter ranges. Separate routes, specifically intended for wolves, may also be

established within pack territories, as they become known.
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Wisconsin created a volunteer carnivore survey program in which interested members of the public do snow track

surveys (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 1999). Participants, trained by the Wisconsin Department of

Natural Resources, survey an assigned area several times a winter and forward their data in the spring. Volunteers

did the surveys reliably and logged .several thousand miles each winter. The method and program are still being

validated with more intensive telemetry data, but it appears promising as a monitoring tool and it facilitates public

involvement with wolf management issues (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 1999). Alaska conducts

winter track surveys using aircraft. This method may be appropriate for some Montana packs.

In the late spring and summer months, howling surveys at rendezvous sites can help biologists determine whether a

pack is raising pups. Pup vocalizations can easily be discriminated from adults. Although a precise count is usually

not possible, wolf responses can indicate relative pack size. Since different packs react to artificial howls

differently, howling surveys may not work in all cases.

Observational reports were useful to the federal wolf recovery program. Repeated observations of animals and/or

sign in an area led to the discovery of new packs. Observational reports may also confirm pack persistence. Since it

proved so valuable to the federal program, MFWP will add the gray wolf to its own Occurrence/Distribution Report

and Track Observation Report forms (MFWP 1995). Similar information could also be gathered using

hunter/trapper contacts (e.g. check stations or log books), the MFWP web site. Regional Headquarters offices, and

the telephone harvest survey program.

MFWP biologists use remote photography to sample a variety of species. This technique could also be used to

survey wolves on known travel routes to or from den or rendezvous sites or in conjunction with bait or scent

stations.

Genetic profiling is the identification of unique individual wolves by analyzing genetic material isolated from cells

extracted from hair, blood, or muscle tissue. Samples are obtained from wolves - either passively or from live-

captured animals, yielding a unique genetic pattern similar to human fingerprints. Other information, such as

maternity, paternity, dispersal, or overall genetic diversity can also be analyzed. A reservoir of genetic samples

obtained from wolves in Montana, central Idaho, the GYA, and adjacent Canadian source populations already exists.

MFWP will supplement the genetic database as samples become available.

Anecdotal information will supplement formalized monitoring protocols. Depredation investigations by WS yield

important information, such as documenting wolf activity in a new area or the number of wolves involved in an

incident.

Each monitoring protocol has its own advantages and disadvantages. No single method will be suited to all packs,

either. MFWP will consider any and all methods, including new methods as they are developed. Corroborating

evidence will be gathered using multiple methods, but specific protocols will be tailored to the pack, setting, and

appropriate season for collecting that type of data. This will facilitate a balance between monitoring responsibilities,

information needs, cost effectiveness, and scientific rigor.

Wolf Health and Disease Surveillance

Several diseases and parasites have been reported for gray wolves in the lower 48 states. Some had significant

impacts on population recovery, especially for wolves in Minnesota, Michigan, and Wisconsin (USFWS 2000).

However, in the northern Rockies, diseases and parasites were less influential and have not significantly impacted

wolf populations to date (USFWS 2000). Nonetheless, adult wolves die from a wide variety of canid di-seases or

parasites. Pups may be especially vulnerable to death from exposure to canine parvovirus or canine distemper

(Mech and Goyal 1993, Johnson ct al. 1994). Monitoring and surveillance of wolf health will provide baseline

infonnation. Even though monitoring and surveillance would not stop a disease or parasite related decline, it could

demonstrate a possible reason for the decline.

Wolf health is monitored by analyzing biological samples collected from dead and live-captured animals. During

live capture operations, overall wolf health will be assessed, including presence of external parasites. Blood will

also be collected. Blood tests can indicate exposure to canine parvovirus, distemper, and other potentially

detrimental diseases. Necropsies will be performed on wolf carcasses to determine cause of death, condition, age.
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reproductive status, and food habits. General protocols will be t'ollowcd to collect reproductive tracts, stomach and

colon contents, muscle tissue for genetic purposes, and any potentially disea.sed or parasitized tissues. Other

sampling or testing may be conducted, depending on the request or concerns of the submitting party and the

condition of wolf remains.

Carcasses and biological samples will be submitted to the MFWP Wildlife Laboratory in Bozeman. If warranted,

tissues may be collected and forwarded to other laboratories for any specialized testing or forensic investigations.

The Wildlife Laboratory will be the primary repository for stored samples and necropsy data, as is the ca.se for some
other species. Through time, baseline data will be compiled, which prove invaluable in the long run. As baseline

data accumulate, the value of doing routine necropsies may diminish with time, and the submission of carcasses will

be reduced to special forensics or disea.se-related cases. Increasingly, these functions are shared with the Regional

Wildlife staff. Today's computer technologies enable locally collected data to be systematically collected and made
available to MFWP personnel statewide. As these applications are further developed and refmed, less responsibility

will be borne by the Wildlife Lab and more will be borne in the Regions. MFWP will continue informal

consultation and cooperation with the Wolf Project in YNP or other wolf researchers and managers.

In the unlikely event of human injury or death during a wolf-human encounter, the wolf or wolves will be lethally

controlled and the carcasses forwarded to the MFWP Wildlife Laboratory. Carcasses will be tested for rabies or

other pre-disposing health factors. If a wolf bites a person during a capture and handling incident, a blood sample

will be drawn so it can be tested for rabies.

Wolf Specimen Disposition

Montana statutes permit citizens to possess the parts (antler, bone, skull, hide etc.) of lawfully taken big game, game
birds, furbearers, and fish or the parts of animals that died of natural causes. Possessing parts of animals that died

illegally or of unnatural causes is not pemiitted. For example, a citizen could pick up the antlers of an elk that died

from starvation but could not cut off the antlers of a deer recently hit by a car. Wolf carcasses and parts will be

discovered by or otherwise become available to the general public for a variety of reasons, including natural

mortality, accidental death, agency control actions, defense of life or property, and regulated public harvest. Rules

and regulations adopted by the MFWP Commission will govern possession of wolf parts. The general rule of thumb

is that it is not legal to possess parts of legally classified wildlife unless there are provisions for a regulated public

take - i.e. hunting regulations in the ca.se of big game, trapping regulations for furbearers, or special regulations

written for species in need of management. Possession and transport of gray wolf parts is also subject to the

Convention on the International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), similar to the bobcat and river otter (Lutra

canadensis). The hides of bobcats, river otters, and wolves must be marked with a special tag. Tags are obtained

from MFWP and are only affixed to animal hides taken by legal means. It would be illegal to possess a wolf,

bobcat, or river otter hide without the CITES tag.

Any wolf carcass found in the field should be left alone and reported to MFWP. In the short term, MFWP or WS
will conduct a field investigation and retrieve the carcass as a precautionary measure for public safety. In Idaho,

nine wolf carcas.ses in the last two years were discovered on national forest land. The USFWS National Forensics

Laboratory confinned that these wolves were poisoned with Compound 1080, banned by the Environmental

Protection Agency in 1972. TTiis poi.son is extremely dangerous to human health, and no antidote exists. All

carcasses, including those resulting from WS control actions or private actions through defense of life or property,

will be transferred to the MFWP Wildlife Laboratory. A wolf database will be created and maintained. Eventually,

the public will be able to keep wolf parts, consistent with the laws governing possession of other classes of wildlife

species, such as big game or furbearer.

The entire carcass of wolves killed by private individuals in defen.se of life or property will be returned to MFAVP
and remain slate property, regardless of whether the incident occurred on public or private lands. Upon
confiscation, carcasses resulting from illegal killings also remain the property of MFWP.

If the hide, bones, and/or skull are in good condition, they can be salvaged and used for educational purposes.

Priorities will be for research purposes, tribal cultural use, and general wolf education. These specimens may be

transferred to other government agencies, non-profit organizations, tribal authorities, or educational institutions for

general public benefit. Parts unsuitable for educational uses will be destroyed.
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Research

Wildlife research in Montana is conducted by MFWP and through its cooperative partnerships with universities,

non-profit organizations, tribes, and federal agencies. Permits to conduct research, particularly if live capture is

required, are issued by MFWP to ensure that the work is scientifically justified and conducted in an ethical,

responsible manner.

Research by MFWP and its partners will be an important component of the wolf program. Previous work on wolves

in Minnesota, Alaska, or Wisconsin took place in settings and environments that are different from Montana.

Although previous research findings will be applicable to some degree, wolves in the northern Rockies likely

interact with their environments and their prey populations differently. This information will be important for sound

policy formation and decision-making.

The Council identified a need for improved understanding of predator-prey relationships in Montana. Montana is

home to a full spectrum of large carnivores that prey on ungulates. These same ungulate populations are also

managed to sustain regulated public hunting and wildlife viewing. The dynamics of predator-prey systems are

highly fluid and vary by the type of carnivores and ungulates present. Other environmental factors also influence

the dynamics.

MFWP has been involved in cooperative research efforts with the University of Montana, Montana State University,

USFWS, USPS, National Park Service, private landowners, and others. Ongoing investigations into the dynamics of

wolf - elk interactions in the GYA are comprehensive. The broad scale approach will allow comparison of wolf

predation and elk distribution for elk herds subjected to wolf predation only, elk herds subjected to human hunting

only, and elk herds subjected to both wolf predation and human hunting. Research into other aspects of wolf

ecology in YNP and central Idaho is ongoing. Investigations of the interactions between wolves, mountain lions,

and grizzly bears are also underway. These efforts will result in an increased ecological understanding of wolf-

ungulate interactions.

MFWP is also interested in evaluating specific management actions as to their efficacy and projected outcomes.

This will be accomplished through a combination of the monitoring program within the adaptive management model

and research efforts to evaluate management strategies or specific actions across all numbers of wolf packs and

management settings.

Because the attention people pay to wolves is not balanced with the relatively minor impact wolves have on the lives

of most people, wolf management will probably remain complicated, expensive, political, and controversial (Bangs

etal.1998). Nonetheless, human attitudes are an important indicator of public support for wolves. Ultimately,

positive human attitudes must be maintained in order to sustain a viable wolf population. Finally, human

dimensions research could yield information about the attitudes and opinions of Montanans about wolves. This

insight will help MFWP identify problems or areas of public concern so that we can target our work more

effectively. There may be supplemental or alternative approaches to the coexistence of wolves and humans that do

not require the direct manipulation or removal of wolves, as was identified for cougars (Riley and Decker 2000).

New research needs may develop in the future.

Habitat Management

General

Ungulate distribution and human settlement patterns largely define wolf habitat. MFWP ungulate programs link

habitat and population management through hunting to achieve ungulate population objectives. One keystone of

MFWP's habitat program is Habitat Montana, which focuses on land conservation initiatives to benefit wildlife and

maintain other natural resource values of private lands. The Forest Legacy Program is another habitat program for

private forested lands. MFWP owns and manages a network of WMAs across the state to benefit wildlife (wintering

ungulates in particular) and public recreation. By incorporating habitat elements within its ungulate program,

MFWP is already taking the habitat needs of wolves into consideration. Our work, along with the amount of land

held in public ownership, provides long-term habitat availability for wolves. Federal land management agencies are
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increasingly managing lands from an ecosystem-level perspective, considering all components and functional

relationships.

Mf^WP manages ungulate populations by balancing natural population fluctuations with public hunting. By
definition, MFWP manages ungulate populations with the long-term welfare of the resource as the foundation. By
maintaining healthy ungulate populations, MFWP assures that adequate prey will be available to sustain a wolf

population.

In its downlisting proposal, the USFWS (2000) concluded that there were no foreseeable habitat-related threats or

reasons to suspect a significant decline in native ungulate populations that could jeopardize a recovered wolf

population. MFWP agrees with this conclusion and believes that its comprehensive ungulate program substantiates

that finding.

Travel/Access Management

The responsibility for managing human access and travel on public lands resides with the administering land

management agency, whether state or federal. Human access can be managed by time period (e.g. seasonal

closures) or by localized area restrictions. Outside of Yellowstone and Glacier national parks, most federal lands

utilized by wolves are administered by the USPS. The USPS manages access and motorized travel to meet

management objectives or legal requirements. NPS restricts motorized travel to paved routes only, while foot/horse

travel is permitted most places. In some circumstances, even foot travel is restricted due to seasonally imposed

closures in areas of concentrated wildlife activity. MFWP closes most of its WMAs to human access during the

winter period to prevent disturbance to wintering ungulates.

Wolves do not demonstrate any particular behavioral aversion to roads. In fact, they readily travel on roads,

frequently leaving visible tracks and scat (Singleton 1995). New wolf activity is often confirmed in an area by

searching roads for wolf sign. Research in the upper Great Lakes states examined road densities and wolf activity.

In those flatter, more homogeneous habitats, wolves existed in higher densities in areas with lower road densities

(Mcch et al. 1988, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 1999). It would be difficult to extrapolate those

results to our region becau.se of differences in human population densities, habitat characteristics, and land

physiography. The underlying concern about road density in the northern Rockies stems from the potential l?r

illegal killing (Boyd-Heger 1997, Pletscher et al. 1997). Most researchers agreed that increased road densities

reduced wolf survival (see summary in Boyd-Heger 1997). In the mountainous landscapes of the northern Rockies,

wolves selected areas that were lower elevation, flatter, and closer to roads (Boyd-Heger 1997). However, an

increased probability of human-caused mortality was associated with increased road use by wolves (Boyd-Heger

1997).

Whereas MFWP has and will continue to consult with land management agencies about access and travel

management, MFWP has no legal authority to implement access or travel restrictions on land it does not own.

Presently, there are no restrictions on road use or road-density on USPS or U.S. Bureau of Land Management lands

due solely to the presence of wolves. Upon delisting, MFWP does not anticipate a need to suggest amendments to

federal or state travel plans becau.se of wolf activity. MFWP would encourage land management agencies to

continue their assessments of habitat security for all wildlife species. Changes in this policy do not appear

necessary. Some wolf packs outside national parks have private lands within their home ranges. Land-use or travel

restrictions are not necessary for private lands, cither.

Connectivity

Connectivity implies that wolves in each of the three states are functionally connected through emigration and

immigration events, resulting in the exchange of genetic material between sub-populations. This functional

relationship is consistent with the biological intent of the recovery plan and is an underlying prerequisite for

successful wolf recovery in the northern Rockies. MFWP supports the continued recognition of functional

ecological relationships by land and wildlife management agencies, private landowners, and conservation

organizations.
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Designation of actual habitat linkage zones or migration corridors is impractical for a habitat generalist and highly

mobile species like the gray wolf. Between the mid 1980s and the late 1990s, about half of the packs rccolonizing

northwestern Montana did so outside of the anticipated recovery area and linkage corridors suggested in the

recovery plan (Forbes and Boyd 1997, USFWS 1999). It appears that overall management for wolf survival across

broad land.scapes already used by wolves is more important than discrete corridors because of the dispersal rates and

distance capabilities (Fritts and Carbyn 1995). Outside refuges such as national parks, legal protection and public

education across broad landscapes will facilitate those functional connections across the region (Forbes and Boyd

1997). Yellowstone and Glacier national parks function as refuges at opposite ends of the geographic extent of wolf

distribution in the northern Rockies. The network of public lands in western Montana, central Idaho, and northwest

Wyoming facilitates connectivity between the sub-populations. The legal protections and public outreach described

in this plan help ensure the integrity of wolf movement between refuges. No specific linkage corridors are proposed

in this plan.

Sufficient dispersal and exchange of wolves between the three sub-populations will be necessary to maintain the

high degree of genetic variation of a regional wolf population. In isolation, none of the three recovered populations

could maintain its genetic viability over the long term (USFWS 1994a). Isolation is unlikely if populations remain

at or above recovery levels and regulatory mechanisms prevent chronically low wolf numbers or minimal dispersal

(Forbes and Boyd 1997).

Human settlement patterns, disjunct concentrations of wild ungulates, and diverse geography make it unlikely that

wolves will ever be continuously distributed throughout the tri-state region. MFWP recognizes the imperative that

wolves move within and between islands of occupied habitats. By default, dispersing wolves will travel through

some habitats that are unsuitable for long-term occupancy because of the potential for conflict. Wolves will be

permitted to move through these areas as long as they do not threaten public safety. Particular deference will be

granted if the number of wolf packs is 1 5 or less. Relocation would be a potential management tool if continued

presence is undesirable.

Wolf Den and Rendezvous Sites

Wolves respond differently to human disturbance (Claar et al. 1999). Differing responses were due to a variety of

factors, including the individuality of wolves, the particular setting, and whether the population is exploited or

protected (Ballard et al. 1987, Mech et al. 1998, Thiel et al. 1998). In some instances, wolves moved pups after

human disturbance, but pup survival was not affected (Ballard et al. 1987). It also appears that pups are not moved

over long distances (Thiel et al. 1998).

National Forest land managers in Montana have not instituted area closures or travel restrictions specifically because

of localized wolf activity. Human recreational use of these lands is often of a dispersed, sporadic nature. Area

closures around den or rendezvous sites in national parks are sometimes instituted because of high visitation

numbers and the strong public desire to view wolves. The areas around dens in YNP are closed until June 30.

Currently, there are no local area closures in GNP.

MFWP is not recommending any localized closures near wolf den or rendezvous sites on public lands outside

national parks. In fact, an early survey in northwestern Montana indicated that public support to recover wolves

would dwindle if recreational or commercial uses of public lands were restricted to promote recovery (Tucker and

Pletscher 1989). The researchers did not quantify how rapidly public support would erode if changes in recreational

or commercial u.ses were implemented. To date, they have not appeared necessary and they probably will not be in

the future as wolves expand their distribution and increase in number. However, MFWP encourages land

management agencies to consider the locations of wolf den and rendezvous sites and habitat security in their future

planning activities in the same context as considering the locations of ungulate winter range or bald eagle nests.

Ultimately, land management agencies may adopt seasonal or area restrictions independently from MFWP.

Captive Wolves and Wolf-dog Hybrids

The number of captive-reared wolves and wolf-dog hybrids in the U.S. could be as high as 400,000 (Hope 1994).

Hybrids result from the breeding of Canis lupus with domestic dogs {C. Jcimiliaris), resulting in variable

combinations of physical traits and behaviors. Much of the normal predatory behaviors of wild wolves disappeared
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in domestic dogs. But the predatory instincts are still present to an unknown and unpredictable degree in wolf-dog

hybrids. Although hybrids commonly lack a fear of humans, the animals are generally poorly adapted as domestic

pets because their behavior is unpredictable and their response to general obedience training is poor. While the

keeping of captive wolves and hybrids as pets is rewarding to some individuals, others llnd it unmanageable and try

to find new homes for their pets. Hybrids have been released into the wild, presumably by frustrated owners. In

Wisconsin, the frequency of wolf-dog hybrid encounters with humans or pets increa.sed concurrent with increases in

wild wolf numbers. From 1989 to 1998, there were 21 incidents involving 44 different released captives or hybrids,

33% of which were in 1998 alone (Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 1999). The potential for genetic

pollution of wild populations, human safety, and erosion of public acceptance for wild wolves are commonly cited

problems with private ownership of captives or hybrids or release in the wild.

In the northern Rockies, the concern about genetic pollution is overstated. At present, there is no genetic or other

evidence that captive wolves, wolf-dog hybrids, domestic dogs, and coyotes interbred with native Rocky Mountain

wolves in the wild (Boyd el al. 2001 ). Wolves and coyotes can be easily differentiated genetically. However,

genetic tests currently cannot distinguish between wild wolves, domestic dogs, and wolf-dog hybrids. Because

domestic dogs evolved from wild wolves, they have similar genetic characteristics. It is unlikely that a released

captive or wolf-dog hybrid would survive long enough to reproduce with wild wolves (Bangs et al. 1998).

There are behavioral differences between wild wolves, wolf-dog hybrids, and captive wolves. Released captives

and hybrids will typically associate with humans and loiter near human settlements. TTiey may even be more likely

to depredate domestic animals than wild wolves (Bangs et al. 1998). In the tri-statc area, wolf-dog hybrids have

been found in the wild sporadically since at least 1986 (Bangs et al. 1998). Two ca.ses in 1997 were south of YNP.
In each case the animal loitered on private property, scavenged, and one killed domestic sheep. Both animals were

euthanized. Methods to distinguish non-native wolf-like canids from native wild wolves include a combination of

genetic analyses, morphology, and behavior. Basic morphological differences between wild wolves and wolf-dog

hybrids in the Great Lakes region are described by Duman (2001 ).

MFWP is concerned about the potential for captive wolves or wolf-dog hybrids to compromise human safety if they

are released or escape from their owners. Wolf-dog hybrids have been responsible for human attacks, maulings,

dismemberments, and deaths. Many incidents involved children. The animal's large size, lack of fear, and

unpredictable behavior make it especially problematic. As of 1997, the Food and Drug Administration had not

approved rabies or other vaccines for use with captives or hybrids. Despite lack of approved vaccines, many captive

wolf or hybrid owners use the standard dog rabies vaccine. Nonetheless, there is still concern for public safety

because vaccination status may not be known.

Wildlife professionals sometimes have trouble distinguishing a captive-reared wolf or a wolf-dog hybrid from a wild

wolf. It is even more difficult for the general public. Negative experiences with rogue captives or hybrids can taint

future public opinions about wild wolves and undermine tolerance for wild, free roaming wolves that normally fear

humans.

It is legal to possess captive wolves and wolf-dog hybrids in Montana. Citizens inay keep them as personal, private

pets without a permit. Citizens wishing to publicly display captives or wolf-dog hybrids or to attract trade must

have a permit Irom MFWP. Montana statutes (87-1-23
1 ) and administrative rules require the pemianent tattooing of

any wolf held in captivity, where "wolt'" means a member of the species Canis lupus, including any canine hybrid

which is one-half or more (> 50%) wolf. Owners are also responsible for compensation and damages to personal

property caused by any wolf that is held in captivity or that escapes from captivity. MFWP Enforcement Division

maintains the database of tattooed captive wolves and wolf-dog hybrids.

At this time, MFWP does not seek to further regulate the ownership of captive wolves or wolf-dog hybrids.

However, the State of Montana may seek statutory authority to do so in the future in the interest of public safety.

There is a federal court ruling from a 1998 case in Mississippi upholding that state's ability to exercise legislative

powers to determine and act on behalf of the safely interests of its citizens.

Upon delisting, MFWP will respond to incidents of free-ranging captive wolves or wolf-dog hybrids. WS, local

animal control officers, or other law enforcement officers may also respond. If these animals loiter near people,

their homes, or compromise public safety, they will be lethally removed. Incidents involving human injury will be
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treated as if the animal were wild and non-vaccinated. MFWP assumes that at the time of delisting, wild wolf

populations could sustain the removal of an occasional wild wolf mistaken for a released captive or wolf-dog hybrid.

Free-roaming captives or hybrids captured at livestock depredation sites will be euthanized if attempts to locate the

owner are unsuccessful. If the owner can be located, the animal will be returned, but its owner is financially

responsible for compensation for damages or losses.

The MPWP Commission may consider adopting rules and regulations that prohibit the general public from

removing wolves or wolf pups from the wild.

Ecotourism

With enhanced marketing, ecotourism associated with the gray wolf is a potential area for economic growth in

Montana. In Ely, Minnesota, visits to the International Wolf Center generate approximately three million dollars in

economic benefits to the local economy (Mech 1996). Now that the Discovery Center in West Yellowstone exhibits

captive wolves, similar outcomes could be predicted for that community and the GYA. Over 9.4 million

nonresidents visited Montana in 1999, up from 9.2 million in 1998. Glacier and Yellowstone national parks attract

the most visitors to Montana and wildlife viewing is the most popular recreational activity (Dillion and Nickerson

2000).

YNP will probably continue as the primary destination for wolf-related ecotourism. While NPS strictly regulates

commercial activity within parks, the surrounding public lands or other public lands in Montana could be alternative

destinations for commercial guiding services for wolf viewing. Commercial activities on USPS lands are regulated

through an internal permitting process. MFWP generally does not permit commercial use of its WMAs or State

Parks. However, MFWP does welcome the general public to view wildlife on these lands.

While the ecotourism potential of wolf-related activities is significant, there could also be adverse effects, too.

Increased human knowledge of wolf den and rendezvous site locations or increased visitation may lead to problems

with chronic disturbance, premature home site abandonment, habituation, or even increased illegal mortality. The

biological impacts of recreational or ecotourism-induced disturbance (e.g. howling) are difficult to predict for

wolves because of the behavioral plasticity demonstrated by the species. General considerations are presented by

Claaretal. (1999).

The Montana Department of Commerce's Board of Outfitters and the federal land management agencies are the

hcensing and oversight authority for commercial outfitting and guiding services in Montana. However, MFWP will

promote ethical approaches to ecotourism through educational materials and through its partnerships with federal

agencies and private non-profit organizations. Non-profit groups, such as the Timber Wolf Alhance, developed

guidelines for ethical approaches to wolf watching and howling sessions in the Great Lakes states (Wisconsin

Department of Natural Resources 1999). These materials could be readily adapted for use in Montana.

Law Enforcement

Since wolves wUl be classified as a "species in need of management" upon delisting, the MFWP Commission will

establish rules and regulations pertaining to wolves, including the conditions and circumstances under which a

private citizen may harass, kill, or possess a wolf. The MFWP Law Enforcement Division enforces those rules,

along with other Montana statutes related to wildlife and human safety. MFWP enforcement personnel will

coordinate with federal, local, and or tribal authorities as necessary.

The enforcement of new rules and regulations for wolves in Montana will be a high priority. Law enforcement

authority for wolves as a "species in need of management" will be similar to other legally classified game or fur

bearing species. Game wardens will go about their routine duties much as before, only there will be additional rules

and regulations, specifically pertaining to wolves. These will be adopted by the MFWP Commission. Warden
patrol duties and call-out response will be adjusted to include wolf responsibilities and duties. MFWP has a 1-800-

telephone hotline (TIP-MONT) so that people could anonymously report observed or suspected violations of fish

and wildlife or parks laws. This is an important tool for game wardens to receive information and respond to public

requests. We anticipate that the public may also use the hot Une to report possible illegal activity concerning

wolves.
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After an investigation, violations of the statutes, rules, or regulations will be prosecuted in cooperation with the

county or district attorney for state or federal cases, respectively. In cooperation with the Courts of Limited

Jurisdiction, penalties and restitution will be established for unlawful takings and rule violations. While Montana's

penalties may not be as substantial as the penalties for violating ESA, they will be commensurate with other wildlife

s[}ecies to discourage criminal activity, particularly repeat offenses.

MFWP field wardens, biologists, or wildlife conflict specialists may respond to and resolve wolf-human conflicts.

This is consistent with statutory responsibiUties conferred upon MFWP for resource protection and public safety.

Generally. MFWP wardens will not investigate wolf-livestock conflicts, unless WS agents request field assistance.

But wardens may assist landowners in contacting WS in cases of suspected depredation. When WS closes an

investigation. MFWP wardens may help process field reports on suspected wolf depredation or transport carcasses

similar to the current procedures for mountain lion, black or grizzly bear investigations. Montana statutes assign

authority to MFWP and the MFWP Commission to issue special kill pcnnits to landowners that enable a person to

kill a wolf under specified conditions. Game wardens (or biologists) will have the primary responsibiUty for the

field aspects of administration, implementation, and closing these cases.

Public education is a critical component of a successful law enforcement program. Significant public outreach is

required to inform the public about the rules and regulations pertaining to wolves during the transition from federal

to state management. The public will need to develop an awareness of the transition in management authority and

the new rules and regulations. MFWP has many outlets to convey information, all of which will be utilized. See

Appendix 8.

Implementation

Table 1 summarizes a spectrum of MFWP and WS strategies to manage and conserve wolves in Montana. Many
activities fall within existing duties and responsibilities already carried out by MFWP or WS, but some activities

clearly add to existing responsibilities and workloads. Some wildhfe biologists, for example, will have new wolf

monitoring responsibilities. Some segments of the public will expect the same intense level of monitoring and wolf

control currently carried out by the USFWS and WS. MFWP field wardens will now investigate potentially illegal

wolf mortalities. Other changes for wardens and/or biologists may include; working with landowners to address

their concerns, handhng/rcferring livestock damage calls, responding to wolf sightings and perceived threats to

public safety, addressing hunter concerns and complaints associated with wolves, and responding to reports of

injured or road-killed wolves. The MFWP Wildlife Laboratory will experience an increased workload associated

with processing wolf carcasses, fulfilling wolf health and disease surveillance responsibilities, and filhng

educational requests. Other state and federal agencies could also be affected similar.

Additional resources will be required to implement these new responsibilities. Existing budget and personnel

resources cannot absorb this expansion. Additional funds will be necessary for field-level and administrative

personnel, technical training, public outreach efforts and materials, new equipment, and for daily operations to

monitor wildlife populations or deliver an adequate public response to concerns about public safety. All interests

share the responsibility of addressing the economic challenges of wolf conservation and management.

A draft budget is presented as Appendix 3. The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to

fulfill the wolf monitoring responsibilities, disease surveillance functions, law enforcement, infonnation and

education initiatives, program administration, and WS activities carried out under the terms of the MOU. The
budget truly reflects the comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf management program. While

this budget represents our best projection of the resources required, we cannot assess its accuracy until MFWP
actually assumes management authority and begins implementation . Some components of the wolf program may
not be captured fully by this draft budget. There may also be costs that could not be predicted at this time or were

unforeseen. This budget will be refined in the future as MFWP gains more experience with wolf management.

MFWP will pursue all possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private foundations, federal or

state appropriations, and other private sources. Adequate funding will be necessary to fully implement the wolf

conservation and management provisions of this Chapter.
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Interagency, Interstate, and Tribal Coordination

In the North American model of wildUfe conservation, the states have almost sole authority over wildhfe

management, except for federal trust species (e.g. migratory birds or ESA listings), reserved federal lands (e.g.

national parks), or Native American treaty rights. On tribally owned lands, the tribes maintain wildlife management

authority. Because of the unique history and relationships between federal and state governments, tribes, the public,

and wolves, restoration in the northern Rockies required the participation of all parties. It will take a high degree of

cooperation and commitment among all parties to sustain the population.

Table 1 . The spectrum of management activities to manage and conserve wolves in Montana. The adaptive

management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of wolf packs

changes from less than 15 to 15 or greater. The different management settings (Public Lands and Mixed

Land Ownerships) call for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns, social factors, land

use patterns, biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management

strategies may apply across all numbers of wolf packs or management settings, as indicated by the right

artows.

WOLF PACK NUMBER
Less Than 15 Packs* 15 Packs or Greater

Public Lands

(backcountry areas

& near National

Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersed

public and private

lands; interspersed

agriculture)

Public Lands

(backcountry areas

& near National

Parks)

Mixed Land
Ownerships

(interspersedpublic

andprivate lands;

interspersed

agriculture)

Montana

Fish,

Wildlife &

Parks

Adaptive

management

Integrate with

ungulate management

Health and disease

surveillance

Population

monitoring

Research to improve

Table 1 . Continued.

Conservation

and

Management

Strategies

wolf-ungulate

interactions

Research to evaluate

specific management

actions

Law enforcement,

high priority

Public outreach to

inform and address

specific needs

Enhanced

population

monitoring

Limited monitoring

to determine pack

status

Enhanced monitoring

in selected areas

Law enforcement
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Table Continued.
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Individually, the states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming will be responsible for wolf conservation and management

within its own borders. But collectively, it is in the best interests of all three states for wolf populations to remain

secure within the region. If the regional wolf population falls below the relisting criteria, legal protections and

management could revert back to the federal government. The State of Montana also recognizes the ecological and

cultural significance of wolves to Native Americans and encourages their participation within the tri-state region.

To meet the goals of the wolf program, interstate coordination will require that field personnel exchange biological

data. Important issues will include the population status and trend within each state, the disposition of cross-

boundary packs, and whether there are foreseeable problems with achieving the goals and objectives. Information

will also help states improve techniques and monitoring protocols. Collaborative research projects at regional scales

may also be developed, coordinated, and implemented. Periodic administrative coordination will also be required.

Collectively, this will facilitate a problem-solving atmosphere for issues that are common to all parties.

Within Montana, interagency coordination between MFWP, WS, and MDOL at the programmatic and field levels

will be necessary to successfully implement the plan. At the field level, biologists and game wardens will need to

work closely with the WS agent in their area to achieve a timely and appropriate management response, as well as

ensure accurate record keeping. Moreover, collaboration at the field level can be beneficial to achieve management

or research objectives with greater efficiency on a variety of topics, such as remotely triggered deterrent devices or

trapping methods. At the programmatic level, coordination is required to develop a Memorandum of Understanding

between MFWP, MDOL, and WS which will outline the responsibilities and activities of each agency, as well as

how the agencies will coordinate decision-making.

PREY POPULATIONS: CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT

Introduction

Wolves return to a highly modified environment and a managed system. The success of major predators like

mountain lions or wolves and human hunters rests on the same foundation: the productivity and perpetuation of

deer, elk, and moose populations. As a result, the effects of predators on prey populations were some of the greatest

concerns expressed by the public about wolf recovery in the northern Rockies (USFWS 1987, I994a,b). The

financial investments and sacrifices made by the hunting public to restore ungulate populations are significant.

Safeguarding those investments for present and future generations is an important priority for many of Montana's

citizens and MFWP. MFWP seeks to maintain the public's opportunity to hunt a wide variety of species under a

variety of circumstances, and to do so in a sustainable, responsible manner.

Predator - Prey Interactions

All wildlife populations are inherently variable through time and across a diversity of habitats. The idea of

population stability is a misnomer. Rather, populations fluctuate through time and are influenced by a variety of

environmental factors that also change through time. Management may affect some factors but not others, and at

best only moderates the fluctuations. Regardless, management programs should recognize that predator-prey

interactions are another natural factor affecting ungulates and one that will also change through time.

Published literature on predator-prey interactions is highly varied in its conclusions about the ability of predators to

influence prey populations or vice versa. There have been almost as many different interpretations of predator-prey

interactions as there have been studies reported. This is to be expected because of the variety of different

ecosystems studied, the assortment of predator and prey species under study, and the different management actions

carried out. Additional difficulties arise out of the short-term duration of many studies compared to longer-term

habitat changes, measurement of insensitive variables, poorly designed monitoring protocols, or too many
simultaneous activities confounding data measurements and interpretation. Correlation between two variables does

not necessarily imply a cause and effect relationship {National Research Council 1997). Results may not be

appropriately applied in a different setting. Predators and prey interact with one another within the context of a

particular environment, given unique habitats, weather patterns, species diversity, animal densities, and management
framework. Each published report must be interpreted within the context of the conditions prevailing at that time.
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Some research has shown thai predation may influence prey populations through changes in recruitmenl, adult

mortality, or a combination of both {Gasaway et al. 1992. Ballard et al. 1997, Kunkel and Pletscher 1999, National

Research Council 1997, Mackie et al. 1998, Ballard et al. 2001). Increased adult female mortality from other

sources, such as hunter harvest or elevated overwinter mortality, may create conditions in which predation can limit

ungulate populations or slow population growth (Kunkel and Pletscher 1999). However, some biologists reported

that habitat and climate influenced deer populations more strongly than wolf predation (Wisconsin Department of

Natural Resources 1999). In Minnesota, wolves do not appear to impact white-tailed deer populations, although

there may be more localized effects (Mcch and Nelson 2()()(), Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 2001).

Recent findings in Yellowstone National Park indicate that winter severity has a dominating influence on wolf

predation patterns on elk (Mech el al. 2001)

Generating an understanding of population dynamics and the interactions of predator and prey populations may
seem straightforward. In reality, however, it is extremely difficult. Theoretical models describe potential

interactions, but most have underlying assumptions, which may or may not be true. Considerable technical

challenges must be overcome to accurately assess how or to what extent any single factor influences populations.

Trying to accurately assess how two or more factors might be interacting with each other is even more challenging.

Documenting predation as a major limiting factor of ungulate populations requires intensive radio telemetry,

manipulation of both predator and prey populations, measurement of environmental conditions, a well designed

monitoring program, and a sustained long-term effort. Interactions between populations and with their physical

environments are also difficult to measure and interpret. Systems with multiple large carnivores, including wolves,

are even more challenging.

This plan is not meant to provide a comprehensive summary of predator-prey interactions or wolf predation on

ungulates. However, some of published scientific literature reviewed for this document, is listed as a partial

bibliography in Appendix 4. Our understanding of how ungulates, wolves, other carnivores, and their physical

environments interact in Montana will develop through time.

Adaptive Management

Ungulate management in Montana balances many factors, including population welfare, habitat condition,

landowner tolerance, hunter opportunity, and the environmental factors influencing populations. Ungulate

populations are managed in a comprehensive, ecological way. The precision with which MFWP manages ungulate

populations is not intended to mitigate the impacts of single limiting factor such as wolf predation, lion predation, or

other mortality sources in and of themselves. Instead, ungulate populations are managed by taking into

consideration a variety of factors. Since elk, white-tailed deer, mule deer, and moose are the primary prey species of

wolves in Montana, MFWP will consider wolf predation, along with the other factors, so that ungulate populations

are managed in a comprehensive, ecological way.

MFWP adopted an adaptive management program for mule deer and informally applies adaptive management

strategies to elk, white-tailed deer, and moose management. The goal of the MFWP deer program is to manage for

the long-term welfare of Montana's deer resource and provide recreational opportunities that reflect the dynamic

nature of deer populations (MFWP 2001 ). Management decisions are based on the welfare of the deer resource first

and recreational opportunities are provided consistent with the dynamic nature of deer populations. The goal of the

elk program is to maintain elk populations in a healthy and productive condition and to cooperate with public and

private land managers in the management of elk habitat. MFWP strives to provide diverse recreational hunting

opportunity, diverse viewing opportunities, and for general public enjoyment (MFWP 1992). Moose are managed

by similar philosophies.

To proactively balance and integrate management of ungulate populations and the factors that influence them

(including wolf predation), hunter harvest opportunity for ungulates may be adjusted. Hunter opportunity already

changes in response to previous hunter success, hunter participation rales, or even access to private lands. Hunter

opportunity also changes in response to environmental events thai alfect ungulate populations such as drought,

severe winters, or poor recruitment. The presence of wolves within the yearlong range of a specific ungulate herd

adds another factor for consideration among all environmental and human-related factors. MFWP acknowledges

that changes in hunter opportunity may affect outfitters and non-resident hunters, in addition to resident hunters.
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If a local prey population is significantly impacted by wolf predation in conjunction with other environmental

factors, MFWP would consider reducing wolf pack size. If there are fewer than 1 5 wolf packs in the state,

relocation to backcountry areas would be preferred. Suitable habitats within mixed land ownerships could also be

sought out to fill in habitats between YNP and GNP, as socially acceptable. If there are more than 15 packs in the

state, MFWP will reduce wolf pack size by regulated hunting or trapping. Wolf management actions would be

paired with other corrective management actions to reduce ungulate mortality or enhance recruitment, such as

reducing human hunter opportunity for ungulates. Concurrent management efforts for wolves and ungulates would

continue until the prey population rebounded, recognizing that by the time prey populations begin to respond they

may be influenced by a new set of environmental factors.

MFWP hosts meetings to gather input and comments from the pubUc about proposed hunting regulations for

ungulates and other managed species. MFWP will need to enhance the amount and type of infomiation it provides

regarding ungulate and carnivore population status and trends, as well as the possible implications of various

management options. It will be important to allow the public to properly weigh the alternatives and provide

meaningful feedback to MFWP about their preferences.

Monitoring

MFWP regularly surveys ungulate populations across a spectrum of their habitats, using a variety of techniques.

Precise survey objectives vary by species, location, and season. Information gathered from live populations is also

supplemented by harvest information gathered at hunter check stations or through the telephone harvest survey.

Ungulate monitoring efforts will be enhanced where wolf packs are established.

Habitat

MFWP recognizes that ungulates and carnivores depend on a sustained, productive land base -both public and

private lands. Habitat management prescriptions that enhance habitat for ungulates will ultimately benefit human
hunters and wolves. Subject to landowner tolerance, MFWP will continue its efforts to enhance wildlife habitats on

private lands. MFWP will also coordinate with public land grazing permittees and federal or state land management

agencies to address conflicts between ungulates and domestic livestock.

Researcli

Predator - prey population dynamics are complex and knowledge about those relationships is incomplete. Long-

term research will enhance understanding of those relationships and lead to more effective management. MFWP
does not have the financial resources to initiate a long-term comprehensive ecological study of wolf-prey

interactions independently. MFWP will participate and support research efforts by other collaborative partners,

including universities, NPS, USFS, USFWS, WS, Idaho, Wyoming, and neighboring Canadian provinces. For

example, the NPS began studying predator and prey populations in YNP before wolves were reintroduced. After

reintroduction, ongoing research expanded to include wolves within YNP and now, outside YNP. MFWP is a

partner in ongoing research into elk-wolf relationships in the Gallatin and Madison mountain ranges. These efforts

will result in an increased ecological understanding of wolf-ungulate interactions. We will apply research findings

from other areas as appropriate and address information needs specific to MFWP ungulate management programs as

resources allow.

MFWP is also interested in evaluating specific management actions as to their efficacy and projected outcomes.

This will be accompUshed through a combination of the monitoring program within the adaptive management model

and research efforts to evaluate management strategies or specific actions across all numbers of wolf packs and

management settings.

Implementation

Table 2 summarizes a spectrum of MFWP management activities to maintain viable prey populations. Many
activities fall within existing duties and responsibilities already carried out by MFWP, but some activities clearly

add to existing responsibilities and workloads. For example, some wildlife biologists may have increased ungulate

monitoring responsibilities or more frequent coordination with landowners. Most importantly, biologists and game
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wardens will have increased public outreach responsibilities where wolves are established. Additional resources

will be required to implement these new responsibilities because existing budget and personnel resources cannot

absorb this expansion.

A draft budget is presented in Appendix 3. The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to

fulfill the need for enhanced ungulate monitoring where wolf packs become established, for the programmatic

integration of ungulate-carnivore management, and for the associated public outreach. It also reflects the

comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf management program. While this budget represents

our best projection of the resources required, we cannot assess its accuracy until Mf-^VP actually assumes

management authority and begins implementation. Some components of managing prey populations to sustain a

regulated hunting season for a wide variety of ungulates in a wide variety of circumstances and predation by wolves

may not be fully captured by this draft budget. There may also be costs that could not be predicted at this time or

were unforeseen. This budget will be refined in the future as MFWP gams more experience. MFWP will pursue all

possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private foundations, federal or state appropriations, and

other private sources. Adequate funding will be necessary to fully implement the provisions of this Chapter.

WOLF - LIVESTOCK CONFLICTS

Introduction

Agricultural roots in Montana run deep. The earliest European settlers brought farming traditions and livestock with

them. Montanans have been raising livestock for at least four generations. Agricultural heritage is woven through

Montana's cultural fabric, just like our wildlife heritage. The rural characteristics of one affirm the other.

Farming and ranching in Montana maintains open space and helps people experience a "Big Sky" feeling. That

open space is also habitat for a diversity of wildlife species. Maintaining the land base for agriculture and wildUfe

habitat is an increasing challenge, given broader trends inresource and agricultural economics, human population

demographics, and development of the "New West" (Riebsame 1997). Sixty-nine percent of the human population

growth in Montana from 1990 to 1997 was attributed to immigration (MFWP 1999). There arc secondary benefits

to a vigorous agricultural industry in Montana, including sustained economic activity in small rural communities,

decreased rates of land conversion for subdivision and development, and maintenance of rural lifestyles.

Agricultural producers are usually interested in, proud of, and enjoy the wildlife associated with their profwrties,

despite the occasional conflicts. The State of Montana acknowledges that wolves can create problems for some
livestock producers. Financial losses may result directly from wolf depredation. Indirect costs may accumulate

because of increased management activities or changes to agricultural operations. These financial hardships accrue

to individual farmers and ranchers and may be significant to them. What makes wolf-livestock conflicts unique

from other wildlife-livestock conflicts are the changes in the legal status of wolves. Historically, farmers and

ranchers had the latitude to take care of problem wolves themselves. Since 1973, wolves have been legally

protected. Regardless of historical events and how present circumstances came to be, the State of Montana

acknowledges that tolerance for wolves on private property is fundamental to wolf recovery and maintenance. This

is highlighted by the mixed land ownership patterns, geography, and wolf ecology.

Addressing wolf-livestock conflicts will entail two separate, but parallel elements. One element is the wolf

management activities to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts and to resolve the conflicts where and

when they develop. The management element primarily concerns the actions of state and federal agencies.

Examples are providing technical assistance to producers, investigating complaints, and taking actions that reduce

the probability that the offending wolf or wolves will be involved in another depredation incident. The management

programs will be funded, administered, and implemented by the cooperating agencies. The second element

addresses the economic losses when livestock are killed or injured by wolves or the proactive changes to husbandry

practices that could be made if financial resources arc available to help underwrite the changes. This element will

be funded, administered, and implemented by a private party or otherwise independently of state and federal

agencies.

36



I)Rr\Kl EfSAPreMMXl

Table 2. The spectrum of potential management activities to maintain viable populations of prey species Montana.

The adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of

wolf packs changes from less than 15 to 15 or greater. The different management settings (Public Lands

and Mixed Land Ownerships) call for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns, social

factors, land use patterns, biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some

management strategies may apply across all numbers of wolf packs or management settings, as indicated

by the right arrows.
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The two elements, management and compensation, are funded, administered, and implemented separately and

independently of one another - but parallel one another, united in the goal of maintaining a viable wolf population

and addressing wolf-livestock conflicts. The common goal links the two elements together and will foster

collaboration among all parties. However, the decision-making process for each clement could be independent from

the other. For example, decisions about compensation could be made independently from how the cooperating

agencies address problem wolves. Both elements are ultimately required, but the details and specifics about the

nature of the relationship between agency management actions and coinpensation and how a compensation program

could be designed and administered will be discussed later in this chapter.

It is Montana's intent to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts by proactivcly working with individual

producers who could be disproportionately affected by wolf depredation. Upon delisting, MFWP will share

responsibility with MDOL in managing wolf-livestock conflicts because Montana statutes assign responsibility to

both agencies to manage wildlife causing damage to livestock. Even though Montana statutes will designate the

gray wolf "in need of management" as a resident, native species overseen by MFWP, the wolfs ability to depredate

on livestock and its unique historical relationship to agriculture also warrant the shared responsibility. MDOL and

MFWP will work together, along with WS, to address and resolve wolf-livestock conflicts through a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU). Oversight is by the MFWP Commission and the Montana Board of Livestock. As
conflicts arise under the state management program, resolution will be no less important or forthcoming. The
framework for addressing wolf-livestock conflicts by the various agencies, livestock producers, and other citizens is

described below.

Livestock Depredation

WS is a cooperating partner in the federal wolf recovery program with USFWS and has worked alongside the

USFWS in investigating, documenting, and resolving wolf-livestock conflicts. WS agents gained significant

experience with wolves in Montana and developed positive working relationships within the agricultural

community. WS agents have investigated depredation complaints, captured wolves for research and monitoring

purposes, provided technical assistance to producers, developed and tested non-lethal inethods of depredation

control, and removed problem wolves.

To date, almost all depredation incidents investigated by WS within Montana occurred on private land, whereas over

80% of depredations in Idaho and about 50% of depredations in Wyoming were on public grazing allotments (Meier

in press). As wolf numbers and distribution increase in Montana, depredations may also occur on public grazing

allotments or in remote backcountry settings. Between 300,000 and 400,000 sheep and cattle graze summer pasture

on public lands in Montana (Bangs and Shivik 2001 ). It is not necessarily a foregone conclusion that wolves will

automatically depredate on livestock, but wolf packs that regularly encounter livestock will depredate sporadically

(Bangs and Shivik 2001 ). For example, the Ninemile pack in northwestern Montana regularly encounters livestock,

but only depredated in three out of 1 1 years. But other packs attacked livestock not long after establishing a

territory. Overall, livestock losses appear related to the availability of wild prey, increasing pack size, and the

learned behavior of individual wolves. Research in a remote, mountainous allotment in central Idaho suggested that

wolves tested and hunted cattle like wild prey, attacking the most vulnerable animals. Wolves killed calves that

were the lowest weight, less guarded by people, nearest to an active wolf den, and in the heaviest forest cover

(Oakleaf /n Bangs and Shivik 2001).

in the northern Rockies, wolf depredation problems are more significant for sheep than cattle, which was also true

historically. From 1987 to 20(K), wolves accounted for the known loss of 148 cattle, 356 sheep, and 37 dogs in the

states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming combined (USFWS ct al. 2001 ). Between 1995 (the first year wolves were

released into YNP and central ID) and 2000, an average of 2 1 cattle, 57 sheep, and 6 dogs were confirmed as wolf

depredation per year within the three states combined (USFWS et al. 2001 ). Additional livestock losses may have

been due to wolves, but these were not conflnned. Lack of evidence or the presence of conflicting or inconclusive

evidence is problematic. Total carcass consumption by wolves is more likely than for other predators. Once
abandoned, wolf kills are readily scavenged by other species. Appendix 5 summarizes confirmed wolf depredation

data for the three recovery areas from 1987-2000. No estimate is available for unverified livestock los.ses that may
have been due to wolves.
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Wolves cause a small number of the total livestock losses in Montana compared to other sources of livestock

mortality. Most sheep losses in Montana during 1999 were due to depredation by coyotes, disease, weather, and

lambing problems. Most cattle los.ses in 1995 (most recent data available) were due to disease, calving, and,

weather ( Meier in press). Appendix 6 itemizes sheep and cattle losses by cause in Montana, as reported by the

USDA Agricultural Statistics Service, Montana Field Office.

Nevertheless, wolf losses may be disproportionate to one or a few livestock producers because of where a wolf pack

territory is established relative to livestock distribution, type of stock, and/or grazing practices such as turnout dates.

Producers sometimes report missing livestock as suspected wolf depredation, but the loss cannot be confirmed.

Sometimes a carcass is not found. In other instances, scavengers may have destroyed the evidence. Or, the

evidence may be inconclusive because two or more carnivore species capable of killing livestock visited the site. In

some circumstances, confinned livestock losses may be a fraction of the total losses (Oakleaf /'/; Bangs and Shivik

2001). In addition to livestock mortalities, producers have reported injured and stressed livestock, reduced weight

gains, decreased pregnancy rates, and other complications when wolves are present. Issues such as unconfirmed

losses, best management practices, or indirect effects on livestock productivity because of wolves warrant additional

research. While MFWP is interested in this issue and would participate as a collaborative partner, it is unlikely that

MFWP will be a major source of funding for such research.

Wildlife Services

WS, while not a resource management agency per se, is the federal entity routinely called upon by state and federal

agencies as well as the private sector to provide operational and technical assistance to control damage caused by

wildlife (Animal Damage Control 1994). WS is a work unit of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of

the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Through a partnership between the USDA and state agencies or the private

sector. WS engages in a wide range of damage management activities, including research, consultation, control of

problem animals, technical assistance, and public outreach. Respondents in a recent national survey affirmed that

society has a need and a right to control the damage caused by wildlife and that state and federal governments

should play a role in meeting that need (Reiter et al. 1999).

Within Montana, WS is currently a signatory to an MOU with MDOL and MFWP to investigate depredations and

conduct predator control for damage caused by wildlife other than wolves. Upon delisting, an MOU between

MFWP and WS will be developed under which WS would also assist with wolf-livestock conflicts. The MOU will

guide coordination and management activities among the three entities. MFWP, in cooperation with MDOL, will

contract WS to respond to landowner or livestock producer wolf depredation complaints, to conduct field

investigations, and to carry out management actions. WS will bring their expertise to the situation and resolve the

conflict. WS will also make recommendations about the resolution of specific conflicts as well as ways of

improving agency effectiveness and overall conflict resolution procedures. MFWP has the responsibility to provide

guidelines to WS for capture operations and procedures and to identify the appropriate management actions - given

the situation details and wolf population status. MFWP will also provide guidelines for reporting of investigative

findings, management activities, and outcomes. MFWP has the ultimate responsibility for determining the

disposition of wolves and will be guided by the strategies outlined in this plan. MFWP will also coordinate with

other state or federal agencies as appropriate.

The MOU will also be a formal recognition and extension of the ongoing cooperation already taking place at the

field level between WS agents and MFWP personnel in resolving wildlife damage caused by species other than

wolves. In many ca.ses, that cooperation proactively addresses conflicts through public outreach and technical

assistance. The result is less damage to private property and the lethal removal of fewer problem animals.

Examples include the MI^WP conflict management specialists working on the East Front of the Rockies, the Greater

Yellowstone Area, and northwest Montana. This cooperative spirit is already estabhshed and will be expanded upon

for resolution of wolf conflicts.

Livestock producers should report any suspected wolf depredations (injuries or death) or the disruption of livestock

or guarding animals to WS directly, as is the case for other wildlife species such as mountain lions. Any evidence at

the scene should be protected from disturbance. WS will also investigate incidents involving domestic pets or dogs,

guarding animals such as llamas, and alternative livestock. A rapid agency field response is imperative so that

evidence may be examined as soon as possible after the incident. WS agents complete an investigative report form
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summarizing the (ypc and extent of damage, physical evidence, and a description of the site. This report is

ultimately Hied with MFWP. MFWP will establish a database to tabulate, summarize, and assess trends in wolf-

livestock conflicts.

Based on the results of a field investigation, WS will determine if a wolf (or wolves) was involved in the incident

and whether any livestock deaths or injuries could be confirmed as wolf-caused. If the investigating WS agent

confirms that a wolf or wolves were responsible, subsequent management actions will be guided by the specific

recommendations of the investigator, the provisions of this plan and by the multi-agency MOU. WS will be directed

to take an incremental approach to address wolf depredations, guided by wolf numbers, depredation history, and the

location of the incident. When wolf numbers are low and incidents take place on remote public lands, WS would

use more conservative management tools. WS could select progressively more liberal methods as wolf numbers

increa.se and for incidents on private lands. Confiict history of the pack, attributes of the pack (e.g. size or

reproductive status), or the physical setting will all be considered before a management response is selected.

Specific actions range from catch and release on site, to harassment on site, to relocation or lethal removal.

Management actions will be directed at individual problem wolves to the extent that they can be identified and

clearly implicated. Non-selective methods such as poison would not be used. If relocation is the preferred

management action, backcountry areas or remote public lands are intended release sites, with concurrence from the

land management agency. Mixed land ownerships may be selected, as socially acceptable. When wolves are killed

by WS, their carcasses will be processed as described in the Wolf Conservation and Management Chapter.

In a proactive manner, WS and MFWP will also work cooperatively with livestock producers and non-governmental

organizations to help minimize the potential of wolf-livestock conflicts developing in the first place. Technical

assistance may take the form of guidance on carcass disposal, extra fencing, deploying scare devices, testing of

developmental non-lethal control methods, or loaning of radio telemetry receivers so that landowners can monitor

wolves in the vicinity of their livestock. In fact, two thirds of respondents in a recent national survey indicated that a

combination of government agencies along with either the private sector and/or the injured party should share the

responsibility in managing wildlife damage (Reiter et al. 1999). TTiis tyj>e of collaboration is called for in this plan,

with the parallel elements of management and compensation.

Livestock Producers

MFWP commends the patience of livestock producers and their willingness to provide access to their properties for

representatives of WS, USFWS, and non-governmental organizations to address wolf-livestock conflicts while the

wolves are federally protected. Indeed, this type of public-private cooperation provides a solid foundation from

which the State of Montana will assume management responsibilities.

Livestock producers acknowledge a sense of responsibility for the welfare of the animals under their care. As a

result, producers take many initiatives to help safeguard their livestock from depredation by carnivores, as an

everyday practice. Examples include the use of guarding animals, fencing or otherwise securing animals at night, or

hiring extra people to check on remote livestock. Government and private organizations should be encouraged to

assist livestock producers and landowners in designing, implementing, or cost-sharing these proactive husbandry

practices.

With technical assistance from WS, a producer may alter husbandry or management practices such as carcass

disposal or otherwise secure livestock or sources of conflict. A recent evaluation of wolf depredations in Minnesota

did not isolate any clear-cut attributes or management practices predisposing certain cattle operations to wolf

depredation (Mech et al. 2000). But research in Kansas (coyotes and sheep) and Italy (wolves and sheep) did

identify husbandry practices as a contributing factor in canid-shecp depredations (Robcl et al. 1981, Ciucci and

Boitani 1998). In the northern Rockies, field experiences of WS and USFWS personnel have shown that exposed

carrion can attract wolves to areas where livestock are present, thereby increasing the encounter rate between wolves

and livestock, which may ultimately lead to a depredation incident (Bangs and Shivik 2(K)1 ). Additionally, sick,

wounded, or small livestock (calves or sheep), .seemed particularly vulnerable, especially in reniote areas away from

buildings and people. The abundance of natural prey, relative vulnerability of livestock, and nutritional demands of

the wolf pack also appeared to affect how often wolves attempted to attack livesttKk (Bangs and Shivik 2001 ).
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Individual livestock producers should be rewarded for taking voluntary measures to reduce the potential for wolf-

livestock conflict. Examples include reducing conflict availability by altering turnout dates, type of livestock, or the

timing of breeding/calving cycles. If problems are chronic, a livestock producer would have the option to move or

receive payment from a private organization for retiring a public grazing allotment, with concurrence from the land

management agency. Federal land management agencies do not have administrative or budgetary procedures to pay

a producer to retire an allotment. Such funds must be secured from other sources. However, the federal land

management agencies do have administrative flexibility to address chronic wolf-livestock conflicts by working with

individual producers or grazing cooperatives to modify grazing practices to the mutual agreement and benefit of all

interests.

Producers should also be rewarded for their willingness to cooperate in experimental protocols testing non-lethal

management tools, such as scaring devices or noise-makers. Because wolves learn quickly and may habituate to

certain management tools, no single non-lethal technique will work in all situations or for extended periods of time.

The National Wildlife Research Center (the research arm of WS), in conjunction with other partners, has been

actively developing and field-testing methods to discourage wolves from approaching livestock (Bangs and Shivik

2001). This work will continue in the future.

Despite our collective attempts to minimize the potential for depredation, livestock depredation will still occur.

Livestock producers should have a quick and efficient means available to address wolf depredation problems,

particularly if the incident occurs on private property. There will be a positive relationship between wolf numbers

and landowner flexibility to address wolf depredations. As wolf numbers increase, landowner flexibility will

increase proportionately.

Less than 15 Wolf Packs — Landowners or their agents may non-lethally harass a wolf or wolves without a permit

if wolves are disrupting hvestock on public or private land. The intent is to discourage wolf activity in close

proximity to livestock, before a depredation actually takes place and more intensive management actions become

necessary. If repeated and persistent non-lethal harassment does not discourage wolves from chasing, testing, or

otherwise disrupting livestock, the producer may contact MFWP to receive a special permit that grants permission to

kill wildlife under certain circumstances and according to certain provisions. These are also called "kill permits."

Montana statutes assign authority to MFWP for providing special kill permits to landowners. Administration and

follow up is also a responsibility of MFWP. Permit holders will be held accountable for adhering to the terms of the

permit. Existing statutes prohibit all citizens (including livestock producers) from taking legally classified wildlife

outside a MFWP Commission-approved season, the provisions of a special kill permit, or in defense of life/property.

Examples of some legally classified wildlife include deer, elk, mountain lions, upland birds, or wolves. Special kill

permits would only be valid on private land and would be subject to other restrictions mutually agreed on by both

parties. MFWT will issue fewer kill permits when wolf numbers are low. out of concern for overall wolf population

status. If a livestock producer kills a wolf under the special kill permit, he/she should not move or otherwise disturb

the carcass. After securing the scene, producers should then report the incident to MFWP. as soon as possible, but

within 72 hours. Upon investigation, the entire carcass must be turned in to MFAVP. Livestock producers will be

held accountable for wolves in the same manner as for other legally classified species killed under a special permit.

Producers or their agents may also non-lethally harass wolves that disrupt livestock on public lands. MFWP will not

issue special kill jjermits to livestock producers to remove wolves on public lands when wolf numbers are low. If

non-lethal harassment does not discourage wolf activity around livestock on public lands, the producer or agent

should contact WS for guidance and appropriate agency action.

If a depredation does occur on public or private lands, the producer should secure the scene and report the incident

to WS, as they presentiy do for other predator-related livestock losses. Upon a field investigation. WS may consult

with MFWP or initiate non-lethal or lethal control actions, as appropriate and according to an MOU between

MFWP, MDOL, and WS.

Upon delisting, provisions of SB163 take effect. Producers (or their agents) can kill a wolf (without a special kill

permit from MFWP) if the wolf is "attacking, killing, or threatening to kill" livestock, regardless of whether the

incident takes place on public or private lands. This is consistent with the intent of allowing private citizens to

protect persons or livestock from imminent danger caused by wildlife (Montana Statute 87-3-130). If a livestock

producer kills a wolf under the defense of property provisions of SB 1 63, he/she should not move or otherwise
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disturb the carcass. After securing the scene, livestock producers should then report the incident to MFWP soon as

possible, but within 72 hours. Upon investigation, the entire carcass must be returned to MFWP. Montana statutes

assign MFWP the authority and responsibilities related to the protection of life and property in the face of imminent

danger or harm from wildlife.

15 Wolf Packs or Greater - Landowners or their agents may non-lethally harass a wolf or wolves without a permit

if wolves are disrupting livestock on public or private land. The intent is to discourage wolf activity in close

proximity to livestock, before a depredation actually takes place and inore intensive management actions become
necessary. If non-lethal harassnienl does not discourage wolves from chasing, testing, or otherwise disrupting

livestock, the producer may contact MFWP to receive a special kill permit, valid for public and private lands, in

accordance with other terms mutually agreed to by both parties. Concurrence by the administering land

management agency may be required prior to lethal control activities. MFWP will be more liberal in the number of

special kill permits granted as wolt numbers increase and for depredations in mixed land ownership patterns.

If a livestock producer kills a wolf under a special kill permit, he/she should not move or otherwi.se disturb the

carcass. After securing the scene, producers should then report the incident to MFWP as soon as possible, but

within 72 hours. Upon investigation, the entire carcass must be returned to MFWP. Livestock producers will be

held accountable for wolves in the same manner as for other legally classified animals killed under permit.

If a depredation does occur on public or private lands, the producer should secure the scene and report the incident

to WS, as they presently do for other predator-related livestock losses. Upon a field investigation, WS may consult

with MFWP or initiate non-lethal or lethal control, as appropriate and according to a MOU between MFWP,
MDOL, and WS.

In lieu of a federal or state response, a designated trapper or a licensed sportsperson may be authorized to lethally

remove problem wolves on public or private lands when the number of packs is 15 or greater. Taking of problem

wolves by the public would be subject to licensing requirements and other regulations approved by the MFWP
Commission that govern the regulated hunting or trapping of wolves. A licensed landowner, livestock producer, or

their agent may also kill a wolf, without a special kill permit, by adhering to the regulations for public harvest

approved by the MFWP Commission.

Upon delisting, provisions of SB 163 take effect. Producers (or their agents) will be able to kill a wolf (without a

special kill permit) if the wolf is "attacking, killing, or threatening to kill" livestock, regardless of whether the

incident takes place on public or private lands. This is consistent with the intent of allowing private citizens to take

wildlife to protect persons or livestock (Montana Statute 87-3-130). If a livestock producer kills a wolf under the

defense of property provisions of SB 1 63, he/she should not move or otherwise disturb the carcass. After .securing

the scene, livestock producers should then report the incident to MFWP as soon as possible, but within 72 hours.

Upon investigation, the entire carcass must be turned in. Montana statutes assign MFWP the authority and

responsibilities related to the protection of life and property in the face of imminent danger or harm from wildlife.

Recreationists, Hunters. Outfitters etc.

Citizens in backcountry areas should rely on non-lethal harassment unless wolves directly threaten a person, pet. or

livestock. If a wolf is killed in defense of life or property, citizens should protect the scene from disturbance and

report it to MFWP as soon as possible, but within 72 hours. MFWP or WS will conduct a field investigation. If an

incident takes place in mixed land ownerships, recreationists should also rely on non-lethal techniques. The incident

should be reported to MFWP. If a wolf is killed in defense of life or property, citizens should not disturb the

carcass, but protect the scene and report the incident to MFWP as soon as possible, but within 72 hours. Anytime a

wolf is killed in defense of life or property, the entire carcass must be returned to MFWP.

Compensation

Montana recognizes that wolf population recovery and persistence will result in the loss of personal property or

income due to wolf activity and depredation. Some producers are exposed to potential financial liabilities that did

not exist prior to wolves. Many livestock producers operate on a narrow financial margin and even a single

depredation event could have significant economic consequences. There are additional costs associated with
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safeguarding livestock against wolf depredation, such as extra people to supervise livestock, extra guarding animals,

increased travel to check livestock more frequently, and veterinary expenses if livestock are injured. Some
producers report decreased pregnancy rates in cows harassed by wolves. Sometimes producers report retrieving

fewer head of livestock at the end of the grazing season, but cannot tlnd evidence of a carcass. Even with a carcass,

cause of death may still be unknown. Nonetheless, what remains clear is that livestock producers must reconsider

certain management practices in the presence of wolves to proactively minimize the potential for wolf-livestock

conflict.

Compensation programs typically are established for problems that developed recently, were exacerbated by

governmental actions, or were caused by highly valued species (Wagner et al. 1997). Wolf presence in the northern

Rockies touches on all three scenarios. Defenders of Wildlife, a non-profit wildlife advocacy organization,

recognized the disparity of the costs and benefits for wolf restoration between the ranching coiTimunity and those

advocating wolf recovery. Their goal was to shift the economic liability away from ranchers and towards wolf

advocates through a compensation program that reimbursed ranchers for losses from wolf depredation (Fischer

1989). The Wolf Compensation Fund was established in 1987 and paid a total of $150,590 to ranchers in the tri-

state area between 1987 and February 2001 (Defenders of Wildlife 2001 ). In some cases, veterinary bills for

livestock injured by wolves were reimbursed. Funds from the Wolf Compensation Fund have also been used to

purchase livestock feed, lease supplemental pasture, purchase additional guarding animals or fencing materials, and

to cost-share other modifications to husbandry practices to proactively minimize the potential for future

depredations. Compensation addresses one of the major concerns about wolf restoration and has helped to increase

the tolerance for wolves. See Appendix 7 for additional data on compensation payments made by Defenders of

Wildlife between 1987 and April 2001.

The State of Montana believes that compensation is critical to maintaining tolerance for wolves by livestock

producers who are adversely affected by financial losses due to wolves. At this time, it is unclear whether

Defenders of Wildlife will continue to offer compensation for losses when wolves transfer to state management

jurisdiction. The State of Montana intends to find or create an entity to administer a compensation program if

Defenders of Wildlife rescinds eligibility for Montana ranchers upon delisting. The entity or non-governmental

organization would be independent of MFWP and MDOL to retain impartiality. Negotiations would take place

directly with the producer. This approach is modeled after the existing arrangement with wolves under federal

management. Presently, the Defenders of Wildlife compensation program representative negotiates directly and

confidentially with the individual producer to determine compensation. This is independent from the USFWS
management programs and decision-making about what happens to the offending animals. The USFWS supports

the concept of compensation and believes that the existence of a private program has benefited wolf recovery (Bangs

per. comm.)

The existing model has emerged somewhat through trial and error and the circumstances of individual wolf-

livestock conflicts in the northern Rockies. It has also evolved since its inception. Wildlife damage compensation

programs have great intuitive and theoretical appeal, and may be important tools in promoting wildlife conservation.

Compensation programs may also have unintended consequences with long range implications. They are also

costly, but there may be less costly ways of achieving the same ends.

A scientific evaluation of state government predator compensation programs in Idaho and Wyoming and of the

Defenders of Wildlife programs in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming for grizzly bears and wolves has recently gotten

underway. A partnership among private citizens, non-governmental organizations, state and federal agencies, and

academic institutions has formed. The objectives are to evaluate the effectiveness of these compensation programs,

examine the role compensation programs play in predator conservation efforts within agricultural settings, determine

how compensation programs can be structured and administered to meet the needs of livestock producers, and assess

the impact that compensation programs have on public opinions and attitudes towiu'ds predator conservation and

management. This effort is known as the Predator Compensation Research Study. A diversity of interests is

represented on the advisory committee, including representatives of the funding organizations and livestock

producers. The findings of this research effort will have important implications for the future wolf compensation

program in Montana. A final report is anticipated in spring, 2003. With new information in hand, MFWP will be in

a better position to work with Defenders of Wildlife or some other entity to help design a compensation program

based on the cooperative input from livestock producers, non-governmental organizations, and other interested

parties.
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Funding

Compensation has been an important companion to federal agency wolf management activities with respect to wolf-

livestock conllicts. Under state management authority, similar needs will exist. Montana would like to maintain

and enhance the benefits of the compensation program. But the state is prohibited from financially compensating

citizens for damages caused by wildlife. We do not foresee any changes in this regard. Instead, MFWP and MDOL
offer technical assistance, consult with WS, or use other management tools to address damage caused by wildlife.

Since compensation payments cannot be made from MFWP funds or matching federal monies intended for wildlife

or habitat programs, securing alternative funding is crucial to program success. Nonetheless. MFWP is exploring

alternative funding sources, including: a surcharge to national parks entrance fees to be earmarked for wolf

conservation and management activities in the tri-state area, a livestock insurance program through USDA, a

national wolf management trust fund, and private donations or non-governmental organizational support.

MFWP is also looking into the feasibility of a livestock insurance program for producers, which is modeled after the

crop insurance program. Producers would pay a subsidized premium to insure livestock for losses due to wolves.

Loss payments would come from premiums collected over all producers and from private donations. WS would

verify losses.

Despite the present uncertainty of how a compensation program would be designed and administered, funding this

element of the overall wolf management program is essential to its successful implementation. The State of

Montana will pursue all possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private foundations, federal or

state appropriations, and other private sources. Securing adequate funding for compensation is of equal priority as

securing funding to implement the state and federal agency management activities. A later chapter also discusses

funding possibilities for a compensation program.

Procedures

Although many of the details about funding, administration, or relationship to management actions by agencies or

livestock producers are still unknown at this time, WS will investigate cases of suspected wolf depredation, just as

they do for other wildlife species causing damage to livestock. If WS confirms that a wolf was responsible, the

producer would be eligible for compensation, regardless of whether the incident occurred on public or private lands.

If the field investigation concludes that wolf depredation was probable, the producer would also be eligible for

compensation. Additional research is required to examine the question of undocumented livestock losses.

Producers would be compensated for livestock losses at fair market value at the time of death and at fall value for

young of the year. Eligible livestock include cattle, calves, hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goats, and

guarding animals. The Council recommended that losses of household domestic pets should not be compensated,

but acknowledged the significant emotional loss. The Council also recommended that losses at alternative livestock

(game farm) facilities should not be compensated. Wolf ingress into a poorly secured facility is the responsibility of

the operator. The fact that many alternative livestock facilities confine native prey species, which may naturally

attract wolf activity, further precludes payments for these los.ses. In the same vein, recreationists take responsibility

for their pets when recreating in occupied wolf habitat.

Implementation

Table 3 summarizes a spectrum of state, federal, or private management strategies to minimize the potential for

wolf-livestock conflicts and to resolve conflicts where and when they develop. Many activities fall within existing

duties and responsibilities already carried out by WS or MFWP, but some activities clearly add to existing

responsibilities and/or workloads. For example, WS may respond to increasing numbers of wolf-livestock

complaints as wolf numbers and distribution expand. WS has been actively involved during the federal wolf

recovery phase. From I995-20(K), WS spent an average of $90,086 per year for wolf-related work, including half of

the yearly expenses of a Wolf Management Specialist position (L. Handegard, pcrs. comm.). Montana will also

contract with WS for assistance with wolf depredation activities. WS will assist with wolf capture, control actions,

research and development of non-lethal methods, and also technical assistance to producers. Expenditures for wolf

management by WS could increase in the future as wolves increase in number and distribution. Experience in

Minnesota indicates that as wolf numbers and distribution increase into agricultural areas, wolf-livestock conflict
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may increase (Mech 1998b).

additional funding.

MFWP will seek additional funding and will also support WS in their effort to obtain

MFWP will also experience increased responsibilities and workloads associated with wolf-livestock conflicts. The

MFWP Enforcement Division will now provide technical assistance to landowners and/or assist WS in resolving

wolf-livestock complaints. MFWP may also experience increased workloads associated with administration of any

special kill permits issued directly to livestock producers or investigations of wolves killed while attacking

livestock. The MFWP Wildlife Laboratory will experience an increased workload associated with processing

Table 3. The spectrum of potential management activities to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts and

the management activities to resolve conflicts where and when they develop. The adaptive management

model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of wolf packs changes from

less than 15 to 15 or greater. The different management settings (Public Lands and Mixed Land

Ownerships) call for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns, social factors, land use

patterns, biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management

strategies may apply across all numbers of wolf packs or management settings, as indicated by the right
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Table 3. Continued.

* Montana shares a legal requirement with the states of Idaho and Wyoming to maintain a minimum total of 30

breeding pairs in the region. Since not all packs successfully breed and have pups every year, Montana will

maintain at least 14-17 packs statewide to insure achievement of a minimum number of 10 breeding pairs with at

least two pups on December 31.

wolf carcasses or filling educational requests. Additional resources will be required to implement these new
responsibilities. Existing budget and personnel resources cannot absorb this expansion.

Table 4 summarizes the direction and guidelines for compensation of livestock losses due to wolf depredation.

There are additional responsibilities and workloads associated with providing compensation to livestock producers,

although it is not clear who or how a compensation program or livestock insurance program will be administered at

this time. Results from the Compensation Research Study will help identify the best, most efficient and responsive

ways to fulfill this aspect of the overall wolf management program.

The Compensation Research Study will address how well livestock producers think the Defenders of Wildlife

compensation program meets their needs and ways in which the program could be improved. Livestock interests on

the Montana Wolf Advisory Council identified the challenges associated with the issue of unconfirmed livestock

losses - losses for which wolf predation could not be coufmned definitively because of decomposed remains,

scavenging by other species, or near complete consumption. Presently, these are recorded as unconfirmed by WS
agents, with additional information about the evidence and the circumstances noted on their report forms. Defenders

of Wildlife uses this additional information along with other supplemental information to make a detemiination of

probable loss due to wolves, strictly for the purposes of compensation. If information indicates a strong likelihood.

Defenders of Wildlife, has reimbursed producers for probable losses due to wolves. Federal agency management

actions have still been based on the WS determination of confirmed/unconfirmed. Whether Defenders of Wildlife

would continue to reimburse producers for probable losses in the future, according to their own criteria and

information provided from WS, is unknown at this time. Long-term solvency of any compensation fund could be in

jeopardy if fund-raising does not keep pace with the amount paid out in claims.

If Defenders of Wildlife is not the primary source for compensation in the future under state management

jurisdiction, the state would need to find or create an entity to administer a compensation program and provide

guidelines for payment. Implementation of the Council's recommendation to compensate for probable losses could

be somewhat problematic. Guidelines would need to clarify the circumstances and evidence required for payment of

probable claims in the absence of a probable designation by WS. Addition of the probable category represents a

new type of loss for the Montana-based WS investigative procedures and would need to be approved by WS. It

would be challenging for both investigating WS agents and administrators of a compensation program to apply a

consistent set of criteria for this determination because the circumstances and available evidence vary from one

incident to another. Time elapsed since death, weather, or other factors unique to that incident all affect the

evidence available and its interpretation. Selection of the probable category has to do with the degree of certainty

on the part of the WS agent, based on less than conclusive evidence to confirm or not confirm a wolf or wolves as

the cause of loss. While all investigators look for the same evidence, the interpretation may be less consistent when
investigators must use their own professional judgment in the absence of clear evidence. MFWP would also find the

decision-making process on the disposition of the wolf or wolves more difficult if there is less certainty about the

cause of death or injury, especially in light of all the other means by which livestock die or are injured. Nonetheless,

MFAVP will explore the concept and utilize the findings of the Compensation Research Study to help guide the

compensation elements of the wolf management program.

All parties share the responsibility of addressing the economic challenges of minimizing the potential for wolf-

livestock conflicts and resolving conflicts where and when they develop. A draft budget is presented as Appendix 3.

The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to proactively minimize the potential for wolf-

livestock conflict and resolve conflicts where and when they develop. MFWP and WS cooperatively fulfill these

responsibilities, as described in this Chapter.
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Table 4. Direction and guidelines for compensation of livestock losses due to wolf depredation in Montana. The
adaptive management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of

wolf packs changes from less than 15 to 15 or greater. The different management settings (Public

Lands and Mixed Land Ownerships) call for different .strategics, depending on landownership patterns,

social factors, land use patterns, biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment.

Some management strategies may apply across all numbers of wolf packs or management settings, as

indicated by the right lUTOws.
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budget also estimates annual compensation payments. The estimate was derived from the 1997 payments by

Defenders of Wildhfe for losses within the State of Montana, extrapolated over a projected 20 packs. Actual

payments in any given year may be higher or lower than the budgeted amount shown. It is important to capture

what may represent the upper limit of claims paid for confirmed and probable losses in any single year. There may

also be administrative costs associated with implementing a compensation program.

In summary, implementation of the management strategies and compensation program outlined in this Chapter will

require enhanced or new sources of funding. Without adequate financial resources for both elements (management

and compensation), implementation is not possible. All possible sources of funding including pubUc/private

foundations, federal or state appropriations, and other private sources will be sought.

WOLF - HUMAN CONFLICTS

Introduction

In recent years, MFWP has taken a proactive approach in helping people learn how to live and recreate in wildlife

habitats. Other state and federal agencies have done the same. Increasing numbers of people are Uving within the

urban-wildland interface where a potential for conflict with a wide variety of wildlife species exists. Outdoor

recreation trends also place increasing numbers of people in wildlife habitats (Youmans 1999). Living and

recreating in wildhfe habitats has inherent risks. Through policy development, public outreach, and technical

assistance to landowners and recreationists, MFWP is working towards mitigating those risks to the extent possible.

In accordance with Montana statutes, MFWP and the MFWP Commission are authorized and charged with the

duties of protecting people and personal property from damage and depredation caused by wildlife. MFWP defines

a public safety problem related to carnivores as: any situation where an MFWP employee reasonably determines that

the continued presence poses a threat to human safety, an attack has resulted in the loss of livestock or personal pets,

or that a human has been physically injured or killed.

Wolf-Human Encounters

Public safety is an important consideration because species such as the gray wolf, mountain Uon, black or grizzly

bear are capable of injuring or potentially killing a person. Even though wolves generally fear humans, there are

instances where individual wolves lost their wariness of people (Mech 1998a, Route 1999). In Canada's Algonquin

Provincial Park, four different wolves progressively lost their fear of humans, resulting in five separate incidents

over the last 1 1 years. These four wolves, though previously non-aggressive, eventually bit humans. Two incidents

of wolf aggression towards people were serious and required stitches. Each of the wolves was accustomed to

humans and had been frequenting campgrounds, running off with backpacks, human food, and other camping items

over a period of months. People interacted with these wolves at very close range until the wolf became too bold

(Route 1999). Park managers removed the four wolves. Some wolves in Denali National Park in Alaska have

grown increasingly tolerant of close proximity to humans in and around campsites, although no injuries have been

reported (Boyd in press). One incident on Vargas Island, British Columbia in which a wolf bit a camper paralleled

the incidents in Algonquin Provincial Park. Park managers removed two wolves that had been loitering near

camping areas. One recent incident in Icy Bay near Anchorage, Alaska left a young boy with several stitches after a

wolf bite. This wolf was also removed.

It appears that most wolf-human encounters were not precipitated by the wolf perceiving the human as prey because

of how the wolves behaved, the presence of domestic dogs, or the sequence of events (Mech 1998a). This is in stark

contrast to the case histories of mountain lion-human incidents in which it appears that mountain lions sometimes do

perceive humans as prey (Deurbrouck and Miller 2001). Case studies of injurious bear-human incidents highlight

surprise encounters, defen.se of cubs or food, and/or the bear perceiving the human as a threat to be neutralized. For

wolves, a loss of fear seems to be a common thread running through all North American wolf incidents resulting in

human injury (Mech 1998a). It appears that wolves can habituate to humans or human activities as readily as bears

or mountain lions (Aune 1991, Boyd in press). Whether or not this degree of familiarity translates to a threat to

human safety may hinge on prompt management response by the appropriate authorities. It appears that habituation

in wolves may not require a consistent pattern of food conditioning as seems the case for bears. Wolves may
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increase their tolerance for the close proximity of people through repeated, long-term social interaction with people

and "being rewarded" in some fashion, whether food or otherwise. It seems that some period of time is required for

a wolf to habituate to human proximity, although precisely how long may be a function of setting and vary from one

individual wolf to another. MFWP would be as concerned about habituated wolves as we are about habituated bears

and will attempt to discourage habituation for all wildlife species and carnivores in particular.

No wolf-caused human fatality has been documented in North America. All cases in which a human was injured

occurred where wolves have shared the landscape with people for a long time. Most incidents occurred in park or

preserve settings where wolves were legally protected, but individual wolves had become habituated. On the

contrary, there are no reported incidents from areas where wolves have recently rccolonizcd or been reintroduced in

the northern Rockies or the upper Midwest. In contrast, mountain lions are responsible for ten human deaths and 48

nonfatal injuries in the U.S. and Canada from 1890-1990 (Beier 1991).

In Montana, hikers have unknowingly encountered an occupied den site and wolves barked. Other encounters

occurred away from wolf den sites and ended when the wolf retreated, without injury to human or pet. One incident

involved a hiker with two dogs and multiple wolves. Since the mid- 1 980' s, the only two injuries to humans by

wolves in Montana occurred when wolf researchers and managers handled uru^estrained animals during live-capture

operations. However, there have been 8 mountain lion-human incidents in Montana from 1990-1999 in which seven

people were injured and a young boy was killed (MFWP unpubl. data). These were all encounters in which the

human was not aware of the lion.

In Montana, wolves have injured and killed domestic pets, primarily dogs. Most incidents involved herding dogs

associated with livestock operations. Other cases of dog depredations were hounds trailing mountain lion or bobcat

scent. Hounds typically do not switch scent trails from felids to canids, but may encounter wolves while pursuing

wild cats or at lion kills assumed by wolves. More hound dogs have been lost to mountain lions than wolves thus far

in Montana. Claar el al. ( 1999) summarized current understanding and knowledge of hound dog-wolf interactions.

Bangs and Shivik (2001 ) also noted wolves probably perceived hunting hounds and guarding/herding dogs as

"trespassing" competitors rather than as prey because wolves did not feed on the domestic dogs.

Despite their wariness of people, wolves will still use natural habitats in clo.se proximity to humans. This is

particularly true in northwestern Montana where people build their homes in thick, forested habitats. Members of

the Murphy Lake pack are occasionally seen within 100 yards of homes and in rare instances closer. While this

pack is clearly accustomed to human activity within its home range, its members have shared the landscape with

people without incident for 10 years. One pack just outside of YNP is often seen in open grassland terrain.

Because wolves live in social groups, people may see them more frequently than other large carnivores, although

wolves are not necessarily any more dangerous. Mountain lions and bears are solitary, except for mothers with

dependent young or during the breeding season. Wolves are much less .secretive than mountain lions. Wolves feed

and rest in open areas with good visibility, whereas lions tend to hide their kills and feed or rest in dense vegetative

cover. Wolves will also travel across openings in forest cover or natural meadows in ways that mountain lions or

bears do not. In addition, wolves use linear corridors such as roads, utility lines or railroad rights-of-way for

traveling and scent marking. Because of the differences between the secretive stalking behavior of mountain lions

and the broad, open searching behavior of wolves, people probably have a greater chance of a close encounter with a

mountain lion than a wolf.

Another important consideration also steins from the fact that the natural order of existence for wolves in the wild is

to belong to a pack. Pack membership has attendant functions such as establishment and maintenance of social

hierarchies, patrolling and marking territory boundaries, pup-tending, hunting, bringing food back to pups, resting,

or interacting with other wolves or other wildlife species. Wolves affiliated with a pack are usually actively engaged

in one of these "purposes" and do not spend extended periods of time loitering in any one location - activity at den

or rendezvous sites notwithstanding. Pack-affiliated wolves, when seen alone, will usually be seen sporadically

because they are en route to someplace else for some particular reason. Even dispersing wolves will generally not

loiter and will move through an area near people. This is in contrast to a situation in which a single wolf is seen

repeatedly loitering in an area near people and does not appear to be affiliated with a pack. These individual wolves

could gradually loose their fear of people, become food conditioned, or otherwise interact with people at
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decreasingly safe distances. If ihis pattern is allowed to continue through time, the wolf may become a safety

concern. This will become especially evident if the animal docs not respond to hazing or harassment.

Management

MFWP intends to reduce the potential for wolf-human conflicts and minimize the risks of human injury due to wolf

presence in the state. MFWP's approach to wolf-human interactions will model the policies for addressing

mountain lion-human or bear-human conflicts. First and foremost is to discourage habituation and then respond to

conflicts where and when they develop. MFWP, through its educational efforts and enforcement of existing statutes,

discourages the public from artificially feeding wildlife or allowing wild animals access to human foods, garbage,

pet food, livestock feed, or birdseed. Any artificial concentration of wild animals caused by supplemental feeding

(e.g. deer or turkeys) may constitute a threat to public safety if carnivores are attracted to the supplemental food

itself or the animals using the supplemental food. In addition, MFWP reminds people to keep a safe distance and

that wild animals should be kept wild. While MFWP emphasizes the educational approach in working with the

public to prevent wildlife habituation and maintain human safety, Montana statutes prohibit citizens from

"purposely" providing supplemental feed in a manner that results in an artificial concentration of game animals that

may potentially contribute to the transmission of disease or that constitutes a threat to public safety (MCA 87-3-

130).

MFWP developed specific guidelines for addressing situations in which mountain lions or black or grizzly bears are

a nuisance or threaten public safety. Management actions are carried out by various MFWP personnel, including

biologists, game wardens, and conflict management specialists. Similar guidelines will be developed for wolves. If

a wolf loiters near ranch buildings or rural residences, the potential threat to human safety will be evaluated, taking

into account the setting, behavior of the animal, and the sequence of events. MFWP will require some degree of

flexibility to be most responsive to public safety concerns. A wolf will be permitted to move through these areas,

but length of stay and behavior will be important criteria for determining the appropriate management response.

Less deference will be granted to a single loitering wolf found to have ongoing exposure to and association near

people. Across the spectrum of wolf distribution and numbers, MFWP will take an incremental approach so that the

management response matches the infraction. Potential actions include: increase local public outreach and

education, closely monitoring the situation, marking the animal with a radio collar to track its movements, aversive

or disruptive conditioning, harassment, relocation, or lethal removal. If relocation is selected, remote public lands

would be preferred release sites. MFWP will also cooperate with other agencies and landowners in researching new

techniques to resolve wolf-human conflicts. Suspicious, large-sized canids in these situations could be released

captive wolves or wolf-dog hybrids. Large canids that appear woff-Uke and demonstrate habituated behavior

potentially threatening human safety will be lethally removed.

Montana citizens have the right to protect or defend themselves if threatened by wildlife. Mountain lions, black

bears, and grizzly bears have all been legally killed for this reason. In the unlikely need for defense of human life

during a wolf encounter, citizens may use any means, including lethal force, to address an imminent threat,

regardless of wolf population status or whether the incident takes place on public or private land. Guarding and

domestic dogs can also be defended using lethal means. Any wolves killed under these circumstances must be

reported to MFWP as soon as possible, but within 72 hours. Citizens must also turn in the entire carcass. In the

absence of a direct threat to life or property, citizens are encouraged to rely on non-lethal harassment to discourage

wolf presence near their homes or person when recreating outdoors.

As wolf numbers and distribution increase in Montana, the public's concern about human safety could increase.

Humans and wolves may encounter one another at close range in a variety of settings. MFWP will provide

information to the general public about appropriate responses during wolf encounters (do's and don'ts) and how to

minimize the potential for problems near homes and rural schools. This material will also include infomiation about

wolf behavior, body posture, tail position, vocalizations, etc. to help the public evaluate the situation, correctly

interpret wolf behavior, and communicate the details accurately to agency personnel. An educational effort will also

help the public understand the differences between wolves, mountain lions, and bears in terms of animal behaviors,

appropriate human responses when threatened, and how to live and recreate outdoors in the presence of these large

carnivores. See Appendix 8. Draft Public Information Plan for additional information on the public outreach efforts.
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Although the primary management responsibility related to wildlife and human safety rests with MFWP, local law

enforcement or other state of federal agency personnel may respond to a wolf-human incident if MFWP personnel

are not available in a timely manner. This cooperation already takes place for other wildlife species. Regardless of

the responding party, the public can be confident that response will be rapid and the conflict will be resolved in

favor of public safety. Providing the public an effective and prompt response to wolf-human conflicts, whether

through their own or agency management actions, will foster public support for wolves in Montana.

Implementation

Table 5 summarizes a spectrum of management activities to ensure public safety. While MFWP has always been

charged with this responsibility, wolves represent a new category of wildlife for which the state assumes

responsibility, upon delisting. Game wardens, conflict specialists, and some wildlife biologists will now respond to

wolf-human incidents and any threats to public safety. Information specialists will now incorporate new materials

into their public outreach efforts. Wolves have engaged the spirit, imagination, and emotions of people for a long

time - whether fear or awe. Public outreach materials must address the pubhc's perception of risk and fear of injury

or death due to wolves and how to protect oneself during a close encounter. Public outreach materials must also

guide the public towards maintaining a healthy respect for wildlife and keeping it wild, an ethical approach to

viewing wolves, and the hazards of habituation. Table 5 also summarizes actions that citizens may take during a

threatening encounter with wolves.

Many activities fall within existing duties and responsibilities already carried out by MFWP, but some activities

clearly add to existing responsibilities and workloads. Additional resources will be required to implement these new
responsibilities because existing budget and personnel resources cannot absorb the expansion. A draft budget is

presented as Appendix 3. The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to prevent wolf-

human conflicts and minimize the risks of human injury due to wolf presence. Public safety is a responsibihty that

MFWP takes very seriously and it is an agency function that crosses many Divisions. The Conservation Education

Division, the Wildlife Division, and the Enforcement Division all have a role to play, as is outlined in this Chapter.

As such, the budget truly reflects the comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf management

program that also assures human safety. While this budget represents our best projection of the resources required,

we cannot assess its accuracy until MFWP actually assumes management authority and begins implementation.

Some components of the wolf program may not be captured fully by this draft budget. There may also be costs that

could not be predicted at this time or were unforeseen. This budget will be refined in the future as MFWP gains

more experience. MFWP will pursue all possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private

foundations, federal or state appropriations, and other private sources. Adequate funding will be necessary to fully

implement the provisions to assure human safety outlined in this Chapter.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION PROGRAM

The primary determinant of the long-term status of gray wolf populations will be human attitudes towards wolves

(USFWS 2000). But attitudes, beliefs, and concerns about wolves are highly variable. Underlying various attitudes

are human safety concerns, perceptions of risk, the symbolic significance of wolves, economic impacts on livestock

producers, convictions that wolves should not be killed. Native American traditions, perceptions that wolves

comf)ete with human hunters for ungulates, beliefs that wolves do not have a place in the 2r' century - and many
others. Attitudes have changed over time and acceptance for wolves has increased among some segments of the

public. Attitudes will continue to evolve.

Regardless of personal beliefs and attitudes, an active, informed pubHc is critical to the protection of Montana's

wildlife resources. This is particularly true for the gray wolf. The history of wolves in Montana has as much to do

with the relationship between wolves and people as it does with the ecology of the species. The same will be true of

the wolfs future.
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Table 5. Spectrum of management and public outreach activities to ensure public safety in Montana. The adaptive

management model calls for selection of different management strategies as the number of wolf packs

changes from less than 15 to 15 or greater. The different management settings (Public Lands and Mixed

Land Ownerships) call for different strategies, depending on landownership patterns, social factors, land

use patterns, biological constraints, and the physical attributes of the environment. Some management

strategies may apply across all numbers of wolf packs or management settings, as indicated by the right

arrows.
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ensure that differeni groups do not put out conflicting information that could erode public understanding and

acceptance of the wolf management program.

The audience of the education program will include (but not be limited to) the general public, students, visitors to

the state, sportspersons and outdoor rccrcationists. the agricultural community, and agency personnel. While the

specific emphasis may differ by audience, it is important to convey some basic information to everyone, such as

wolf numbers and distribution in Montana, identification and ecology of the species, and guidelines for ethical

viewing. The values and challenges of wolf conservation and management will also be conveyed. Delivery of

educational infomiation will also target specific audiences. For example, hunting and trapping regulations may
emphasize wolf vs. coyote identification more strongly than educational materials intended for elementary school

students.

The MFWP Conservation Education Division has the primary responsibility to develop a public

outreach/educational plan for Montana (Appendix 8). Informally, personnel from all MFWP Divisions will

disseminate information to the public on a routine basis, much as they already do for all fish and wildlife species in

Montana. However, the tremendous need for public outreach on such a controversial species requires that MFWP
create partnerships with the private sector to help us meet those needs.

It will be important to identify the most efficient ways to reach various audiences, which means gaining an improved

understanding of where they get their information. For example, in the mid 1980's, rural residents along the west

boundary of GNP and the general hunting population of Flathead County got their information about wolves from

different sources (Tucker and Pletscher 1989). Dispersed rural residents relied on people (neighbors or biologists)

more than on printed media. In contrast, the hunting population used newspapers, books, and magazines as their

primary information sources. Furthermore, the hunter sample did not regularly attend public meetings and already

had strong opinions about wolves. For mountain lions, a combination of mass media and agency communications is

required for developing general public knowledge and acceptance (Riley and Decker 2000). Given the broad

spectrum of interests with a stake in wolf conservation and management, the education program will utilize a broad

spectrum of methods and outlets to adequately fulfill this fundamental component of Montana's wolf plan.

Implementation

Appendix 8 describes the Public Information Plan. Some of the activities fall within existing duties and

responsibilities already carried out by MFWP but some activities clearly add to existing responsibilities and

workloads. Additional resources will be required to implement these new responsibilities. A draft budget is

presented as Appendix 3. The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to fulfill the public

outreach and educational needs outlined in this Chapter. Getting information out to the public is an important

function that is inherent in many of the management activities described in this plan. The budget truly reflects the

comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf conservation and management program. While this

budget represents our best projection of the resources required, we cannot assess its accuracy until MFWP actually

assumes management authority and begins implementation. Some components of the wolf program may not be

captured fully by this draft budget. There may also be costs that could not be predicted at this time or were

unforeseen. This budget will be refined in the future as MFWP gains more experience with wolf management.

MFWP will pursue all possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private foundations, federal or

state appropriations, and other private sources. Adequate funding will be necessary to fully implement the wolf

conservation and management provisions of this Chapter.

PLAN MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Upon delisting and with adequate funding secured. MFWP will implement the Wolf Conservation and Management

Plan. This plan will guide MFWP managers and others responsible for the planning and policy decisions that affect

wolf management in Montana. It will also guide decision-making at the field level. MFWP personnel will use this

plan to prioritize field activities, manage time/budgets, formulate wolf management recommendations, and

coordinate with personnel of other state and federal agencies. Personnel of other state or federal agencies will also

use this plan as a .source of information and guidance.
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During the first five years after delisting, MFWP will be required to document that the wolf population in Montana

is secure and exceeds the relisting criteria identified when wolves are delisted. MFWP will consult with USFWS on

a regular basis, including a periodic fonnal review by the U.SFWS. USFWS will point out any deficiencies or areas

of concern and recommend corrective actions to MFWP. The State of Montana recognizes that the interests of its

citizens are best served by maintaining a secure, viable population that is managed by MFWP and its cooperating

partners and not the federal government. We would take the necessary corrective measures to avoid a relisting of

the gray wolf under ESA.

During the first five years, MFWP will also confer with other state and federal agencies in Montana. Ongoing

consultation will evaluate aspects of the management program as they intersect with the responsibilities and

jurisdictions of the other agencies. Conferring with cooperating partners such as WS will also help identify any

necessary modifications stemming from unanticipated or unforeseen events. Mf^P will also confer with the states

of Idaho and Wyoming. These consultations will assess the collective adequacy of the three state plans to maintain

a viable wolf population in the northern Rockies. These elements are discussed in more detail in the Interagency,

Interstate, and Tribal Coordination section of the Wolf Conservation and Management Chapter.

The Wolf Conservation and Management Plan will also serve as a source of information and provide guidance to the

MFWP Commission. However, the plan does not preempt MFWP Commission authority to fomiulate annual rules,

set hunting and trapping season regulations, or implement emergency actions in response to unexpected events or

circumstances. Whereas the MFWP Commission cannot modify the plan per se, it does have statutory authority to

evaluate and modify how certain elements are implemented.

As with any wildlife management program, MFWP anticipates that the wolf program will evolve through time.

MFWP will undertake a thorough, formal review of the wolf management program following the five-year USFWS
oversight period required by ESA. Cooperating state and federal agencies will also participate. Findings of the

review will be incorporated. The wolf management program will be subsequently reviewed at least every five years

and modified to insure that the document will be as current as is practical and that the management activities

originating from it are effective and appropriate.

This plan describes an adaptive management model for wolves in Montana. MFWP views the adaptive management

approach as an important underpinning of the monitoring and evaluation of the Wolf Conservation and Management

Plan. By definition, an adaptive model incorporates monitoring and evaluation components as an ongoing effort

within the management program. Management is thus refined and improved through time as information and

experience accumulate. MFWP will evaluate new information annually and incorporate it into wolf management.

An adaptive model will help address and evaluate the wolf-specific components of this plan. For example, are

viable populations of wolves being maintained? Are the monitoring protocols adequate to assess wolf population

trends or other biological parameters of interest? Adaptive management principles already incorporated into

ungulate management programs serve the same purpose. For example, are adequate populations of prey species

being maintained to sustain a wolf population and provide citizens with the opportunity to hunt a wide variety of

species under a wide variety of circumstances in a sustainable manner? The advantage of managing adaptively is

that, by definition, it provides a framework and a process for decision-making, as well as the mechanism to monitor

and evaluate the outcomes.

Equally important components of any wolf management program are the social factors that shape public tolerance

for wolves and their satisfaction with how conflicts are resolved. For example, is the management program

adequately and efficiently addressing wolf-livestock conflicts? Is public safety assured? These are important

management program components for which ongoing evaluation is critical. MFWP anticipates that Montana

citizens will readily identify real or perceived problems or shortcomings of the wolf management program - on

these topics and others.

The challenge for MFWP will be to discern between earnest differences of opinion in preferred management

direction and substantive shortcomings of the program. Wolf management in Montana will take place within a

complex biological, social, economic, and political environment. Difficult decisions will have to be made and will

sometimes be called into question by various interests. However, the ensuing public dialogue will also help evaluate

the management program and may lead to revisions. The Wolf Management Advisory Council recominended that
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the State of Montana continue to engage a diverse advisory citizen's group to collaborate on the management of

wolves. The Department, after reviewing input from the public, wildlife professionals, coordinating states, other

state and federal agencies, etc., will modify and adapt the wolf management program in the future to maintain a

viable wolf population within a complex environment.

FUNDING

Throughout its 100-year history. Mf^WP has actively restored, perpetuated, and managed the fish and wildlife

resources of the state. Fees generated through the sale of hunting and fishing licenses and matching federal monies

have funded these activities. As MFWP moves towards assuming the management responsibility for the gray wolf,

we acknowledge our commitment to use MFWP and matching federal funds to conserve and manage this native

species on equal standing with other carnivore species such as mountain lions and black bears. We also

acknowledge that existing financial resources are not adequate to fully implement all aspects of this plan.

Additional funding will be required to implement the wolf management element (and related activities) and the

compensation program element. While the monies and administrative procedures for these parallel elements may or

may not originate from the same source, adequate funds for each element are necessary to implement the plan. We
will seek additional funding from a diversity of sources, including special state or federal appropriations, private

foundations, or other private sources.

A program being pursued by the Governors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming is called the Northern Rocky

Mountain Grizzly Bear and Gray Wolf National Management Trust. Tlie purpose of the Trust is to generate

sustainable funding for the long-term conservation of grizzly bear and gray wolf populations in the northern

Rockies. The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, a charitable non-profit corporation dedicated to the

conservation of fish, wildlife, and plants and the habitats on which they depend, would financially administer the

Trust. An endowment would be established, the annual interest earnings of which would fund actions necessary for

species recovery or the implementation of state conservation and management plans.

More specifically, the Trust would identify, support, and fund initiatives which address grizzly and gray wolf

management, monitoring, and other conservation needs, including habitat protection, species protection, scientific

research, conflict resolution, compensation for damage, and education and outreach activities. The establishment of

the Trust will be made with the understanding that state agencies will continue to seek necessary state appropriations

and spending authority for the management and recovery of the species, consistent with their statutory mandates.

The Trust will build coalitions among local, state, regional, federal, and international entities to leverage support and

guide policies for grizzly bear and gray wolf conservation.

When the Trust prospectus is finalized, it will be forwarded to the respective Congressional delegations of the three

states for their consideration. It is hoped that the tri-state Congressional delegation will recognize the need for

secure, long term funding to address the unique challenges associated with the conservation and management of

these species of significant national interest. The timing of any special federal appropriation to establish the Trust is

uncertain, given other national priorities before Congress. However, the Governors hope that the fund could be

developed and appropriated by the year 2003, with an initial balance of at least $40 million.

Another potential source of long-term funding for the Montana wolf conservation and management program is the

Conservation and Reinvestment Act (CARA), a piece of conservation legislation introduced in February 2001 before

the lO?'*" Congress. CARA directs appropriations from the income generated by federal offshore oil and natural gas

leases to state, federal and local con,servation programs. Examples include fish and wildlife restoration, parks and

outdoor recreation, coastal conservation, and historic preservation. The underlying premise is that revenues derived

from the exploitation of the nation's non-renewable oil and gas resources should be reinvested in the protection and

restoration of renewable natural resources such as fish and wildlife, public lands, and coastlines. Title III would

provide annual appropriations to the states specifically for fish and wildlife programs, outdoor recreation, and

con.servation education. These funds are intended to fulfill a need for funding of less traditional management

programs for species that are typically not hunted or fished. MFWP could use these funds for the wolf management

element (and related activities), but not for the compensation program element. Those funds would still need to be

secured elsewhere. CARA has garnered broad bi-partisan support. The National Governors' Association and the
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Western Governors' Association have both pubhcly endorsed the concepts of CARA. However, the timing of any

Congressional action on this legislation is also uncertain give other national priorities.

The National Management Trust and CARA have the greatest potential to provide the necessary supplemental

funding. Both are stable, long-term sources of funding and engage the national interests that desire to see wild, free-

roaming wolves in the northern Rockies. While MPWP also recognizes the value of having free-roaming wolves in

the northern Rockies, we also seeking financial assistance to conserve and manage the species within a complex

biological, social, economic, and political environment. Finding the balance without adequate funding will be very

difficult.

A draft budget is presented as Appendix 3. The budget outlines the personnel and financial resources necessary to

fulfill the responsibilities of wildlife conservation and management, law enforcement, assurance of human safety,

public outreach, resolution of wolf-livestock conflicts, compensation, and program administration. The budget truly

reflects the comprehensive nature of designing and implementing a wolf conservation and management program and

its related elements such as compensation.

While this budget represents our best projection of the resources required, we cannot assess its accuracy until

MFWP actually assumes management authority and begins implementation. Some components of the wolf program

may not be captured fully by this draft budget. There may also be costs that could not be predicted at this time or

were unforeseen. We also anticipate that the actual costs of implementation will vary from year to year. Some

components of the program will come in under budget in some years, but in other years these same components may

be in over budget. This budget will be refined in the future as MFWP gains more experience with wolf

management. MFWP will pursue all possible funding sources including, but not limited to public/private

foundations, federal or state appropriations, and other private sources.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ABBREVIA TIONS

adaptive management: a model for wolf conservation and management in which the number of wolf packs

dctennincs ihe appropriate management strategies; changes in the number of packs determined through a monitoring

program directs selection of more conservative or liberal management strategies; model incorporates resource

objectives, monitoring protocols, evaluation of predicted outcomes, and a decision process

aggression: dominance behavior typical of canid species demonstrated towards humans

BLM: U.S. Bureau of Land Management

CITES: Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species

compensation: monetary payment to offset or replace the economic loss for a death or injury to livestock or

guarding animals due to wolf activity; may also entail financial assistance to livestock producers to offset costs

associated with modification to husbandry practices to minimize the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts

confirmed depredation: incident where Wildlife Services conducts a field investigation of dead or injured

livestock, at the request of the producer; depredation is confirmed in cases where there is reasonable physical

evidence that an animal was actually attacked and/or killed by a wolf. The primary confirmation would ordinarily

be the presence of bite marks and associated subcutaneous hemorrhaging and tissue damage, indicating that the

attack occurred while the victim was alive, as opposed to simply feeding on an already dead animal. Spacing

between canine tooth punctures, feeding pattern on the carcass, fresh tracks, scat, hairs rubbed off on fences or

brush, and/or eye witness accounts of the attack may help identify the specific species or individual responsible for

the depredation. Predation might also be confirmed in the absence of bite marks and associated hemorrhaging (i.e. if

much of the carcass has already been consumed by the predator or scavengers) if there is other physical evidence to

confirm predation on the live animal. This might include blood spilled or sprayed at a nearby attack site or other

evidence of an attack or struggle. There may also be nearby remains of other victims for which there is still

sufficient evidence to confirm predation, allowing reasonable inference of confirmed predation on the animal that

has been largely consumed

Council: Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council

defense of life/property: release from criminal liability for killing or injuring a wolf if the wolf is attacking,

killing, or threatening to kill a person, livestock, or a domestic dog (MCA 87-3-130)

delisting: removal of the gray wolf from the list of "threatened or endangered" species that are managed by the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act; delisting requires evaluation of current status of

species compared to the delisting criteria with regard to habitat, over utilization, disease/predation, existing

regulatory mechanisms, and other factors affecting the continued existence of the species; if the current status is

secure in each of the 5 categories and the recovery criteria are met, a species is dehsted and managed by the state or

tribal tish and wildlife management authority

depredation: incident where livestock or guarding animals are injured or killed

ESA: Endangered Species Act

GNP: Glacier National Park

GYA: Greater Yellowstone Area

habituation: readily visible in close proximity to people or structures on a regular basis; not threatened by close

proximity and may even be attracted to human presence or huinan food sources; extremely rare behavior in wild

wolves, but typical behavior for released captive wolf or wolf-dog hybrid; for wolves, may or may not involve food

conditioning
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illegal mortality: wolf mortality outside the provisions of a special kill permit, defense of life or property, agency

management actions, a MFWP Commission approved season, or outside other regulations established for the gray

wolf as a legally classified "species in need of management"

guarding animals: domestic animals (dogs, llamas etc.) that escort livestock to decrease likelihood of a

depredation incident by aggressively defending livestock in the presence of wolves or other predators

legal mortality: lethal control or mortality of a wolf within the provisions of a special kill permit, defense of life or

property, agency management actions, a MFWP Commission-approved season, or the regulations established for the

gray wolf as a legally classified "species in need of management"

lethal control: management actions that result in the death of a wolf

livestock: cattle, calves, hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goats, and guarding animals

management setting: the combination of landownership patterns, land use, social factors, biological constraints,

and physical attributes of the environment that describe a particular area or management situation

management: the collection and application of biological information for the purposes of increasing the number of

individuals within species and populations of wildlife, up to the optimum carrying capacity of their habitat, and

maintaining such levels. The term includes the entire range of activities that constitute a modem scientific resource

program including but not limited to research, census, law enforcement, habitat improvement, and education. Also

included within the term, when and where appropriate, is the periodic or total protection of species or populations as

well as regulated taking (MCA 87-5-102)

MDOL: Montana Department of Livestock

MFWP: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

mixed landownership: patterns of land ownership where privately owned lands are intermingled with public lands

and/or corporate-owned lands; sometimes called a "checkerboard pattern"

NPS: U.S. National Park Service

non-lethal control: a variety of management activities intended to avert or resolve a conflict situation without

killing the wolf or wolves in question; examples include non lethal harassment to disrupt or interrupt wolf behaviors,

frightening a wolf, monitoring of wolf location using radio telemetry, or relocation

non-lethal harassment: an example of non-lethal control where a wolf is frightened or threatened, but is not

mortally wounded or killed; purpose is to discourage wolf activity

near people or livestock; examples yelling, radio-activated noise-makers, or firearms which discharge cracker shells

NPS: National Park Service

probable depredation: incident where WildHfe Services conducts a field investigation of dead or injured livestock,

at the request of the producer; having some evidence to suggest possible predation, but lacking sufficient evidence to

clearly confirm predation by a particular species, a kill may be classified as probable depending on a number of

other factors such as (1 ) has there been any recently confirmed predation by the suspected depredating species in the

same or nearby area? (2) How recently had the livestock owner or his employees observed the livestock? (3) Is

there evidence (telemetry monitoring data, sightings, howling, fresh tracks etc.) to suggest that the suspected

depredating species may have been in the area when the depredation occurred? All of these factors, and possibly

others, should be considered in the investigator's best professional judgment.

problem wolf: wolf that has attacked livestock, or is a nuisance animal that could potentially compromise human

safety
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public safety problem or threat: any situation where the continued presence of a carnivore poses a threat to

human safety; or, an attack has resulted in the loss of Hvestocic or personal pets; or a human has been physically

injured or killed

regulated public harvest: category of legal of wolf mortality where wolves are killed under MFWP Commission-
approved seasons and regulations by licensed hunters or trappers; total harvest strictly controlled through permit or

quota system; law enforcement as for other managed species

recovery goal: a total of 30 breeding pairs with equitable distribution throughout Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming
for three successive years; breeding pair is defined as at least two adult wolves with at least two pups that survive to

December; when the recovery goal is met, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service could initiate the process to remove
the gray wolf from the list of threatened and endangered species protected by the Endangered Species Act

relisting: placing the a species back on the federal list of threatened or endangered species protected by the

Endangered Species Act; relisting criteria may or may not be similar to delisting criteria; relisting requires

evaluation of current status of species compared to criteria with regard to habitat, over utilization, disease/predation,

existing regulatory mechanisms, and other factors affecting the continued existence of the species; if current status is

not secure with regard to the 5 areas, a species may be relisted.

remove: to place in captivity or to kill under controlled conditions or in a controlled setting determined by
management authorities

SB163: Senate Bill 163, Reclassify Certain Species for Management Purposes, passed during the 2001 session of

the Montana Legislature and signed into law by Governor Martz

special kill permit: written authorization granted to a property owner by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks to kill or

destroy a specified number of animals causing damage to private property; permits are only valid under a specific

set of conditions or criteria

species in need of management: legal classification of nongame species that are designated by Montana Fish,

Wildlife & Parks as needing special management regulations; Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, by regulation,

establishes the limitations relating to taking, possession, transportation, exportation, processing, sale or offer for

sale, or shipment considered necessary to manage nongame wildlife; Except as provided in regulations issued by the

Department, it is unlawful for any person to take, possess, transport, export, sell, or offer for sale species designated

by Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks as "in need of management" (MCA 87-5-104 to 87-5-106)

take: to harass, hunt, capture, or kill or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill wildlife

tri-state area: states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, making up the northern Rockies wolf recovery area

unconfirmed: incident where Wildlife Services conducts a field investigation of dead or injured livestock, at the

request of the producer; lacking sufficient evidence to classify an incident as depredation in contrast to other

possible causes of death, it is classified as unconfirmed; it is unclear what the cause of death may have been. The
investigator may or may not have much of a carcass remaining for inspection, or the carcass may have deteriorated

so as to be of no use; in the context of wolf management, cause of death is attributed to a cause other than wolf

predation

undocumented loss: livestock losses for which there is no apparent explanation for the loss; usually in the context

of a numerical discrepancy between the number of livestock head at the beginning of the grazing season and what is

retrieved at the end of the grazing season; evidence documenting a death is usually not found

USPS: U.S. Forest Service

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WMA: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Wildlife Management Area
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wolf-human conflict: where a public safety problem develops; a situation where an MFWP employee reasonably

determines that the continued presence poses a threat to human safety, an attack has resulted in the loss of livestock

or personal pets, or that a human has been physically injured or killed.

wolf-livestock conflict: where a wolf or wolves are loitering, testing, worrying, or otherwise disrupting livestock;

also, a situation where a wolf is suspected to have killed or injured livestock or guarding animals

worrying: to disrupt, cause anxiety, make uneasy, or harass repeatedly or over a period of time; also, to seize,

especially by the throat, with the teeth and shake or mangle

WS: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services; federal work

unit with responsibility to address and resolve damage caused by wildlife; examples include bird concentrations at

airports or depredation on livestock

YNP: Yellowstone National Park
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APPENDIX 1

MONTANA WOLF MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

Report to the Governor

December 5, 2000

Preamble

The State of Montana is committed to recovering wolves. We will ensure that wolf populations are maintained at

high enough numbers to prevent their reclassification as "threatened" under federal law in the three-state area of

Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. The State intends to implement positive management programs to make sure that

recovery is complete and wolves are integrated as a valuable part of our wildlife heritage. Montana Fish, WildUfe &
Parks is already engaged in activities which promote wolf recovery through its efforts on ungulate population

monitoring, research, and management, through the acquisition and designation of Wildlife Management Areas,

purchase of conservation easements, and other efforts to preserve and restore wildhfe habitats.

Currently, the wolf is listed under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and under Montana's own Nongame

and Endangered Species Conservation Act passed in 1973. Beginning in the mid- 1 980' s, wolves have become

established in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming through natural recolonization and reintroduction. The U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service (USFWS) anticipates that recovery goals will be met in the foreseeable future. Among the

requirements for delisting, the USFWS has determined that the states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming must have

management plans and other adequate regulatory mechanisms in place to ensure that the recovered wolf population

will remain secure within the northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Area following delisting.

The Governors of Montana, Idaho and Wyoming have agreed that regional coordination in wolf management among

the states, tribes, and other jurisdictions will be necessary. Furthermore, it is in the best interest of the citizens of

their respective states for wolf recovery and delisting to proceed as soon as possible.

The people of Montana have a significant stake in the future management of wolves and should be provided an

opportunity to deliberate issues related to wolf recovery and management. The Montana Wolf Management

Advisory Council was appointed by Governor Racicot to advise Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks regarding wolf

management in Montana after this species is removed from the lists of federal- and statc-protcctcd species,

respectively.
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We, the Council, recognize wolves as a species native to Montana. Integrating and sustaining wolf populations in

suitable habitats will occur within the complex biological, social, economic, and political landscape of Montana.

The State of Montana must ensure human safety, safeguard Montana's livestock industry, maintain viable wildlife

populations, and uphold the support of people with diverse public interests.

Wolves do well where prey, primarily deer and elk, arc abundant. Restoration and maintenance of these prey

populations is made possible through the financial investments of those participating in regulated public harvest of

deer, elk, and other species. Prey populations are also dependent on open space, which in Montana, is often

synonymous with large agricultural operations on private lands. Livestock operations often provide winter or year-

round habitat for prey, which in turn may attract wolves and create the potential for wolf-livestock conflicts. It is

important to maintain the economic viability of hvestock operations that are adversely affected by wolf depredation.

In the long run, this ensures habitat availability for both ungulates and wolves. Continued support and investments

by those participating in regulated harvest of ungulates will, in time, lead to a regulated harvest of wolves to

maintain a balance with prey populations as wolf numbers and distribution increase.

All Montanans share the challenges and opportunities associated with integrating the wolf into our landscap>e. To
honor these diverse perspectives and interests, we, the Council, endorse the following Guiding Principles as the

foundation for Montana's Wolf Management Plan.

Guiding Principles

On Behalf of the Public Intere.st,

• The State of Montana is committed to maintaining wolf populations at numbers high enough to prevent

their reclassification as "threatened" or "endangered" under federal law, in the three-state area.

• The State of Montana should contribute a proportionate number of wolf packs towards the recovery goal

identified by the USFWS for the states of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming. We believe that an equitable

distribution of packs among the tri-state area is consistent with the biological intent of the Rocky Mountain

Recovery Plan, will ensure a well-distributed and viable population in the region, and will foster greater

pubUc acceptance for wolf presence in Montana.

• Montana's wolf management program should be proactive, respon.sive, cost effective and incorporate

public outreach to enhance general acceptance. Effective interagency, interstate, and state/tribal

coordination will also be required.

•

•

•

•

•

The Council recognizes the ecological and cultural significance of wolves to Native Americans and

encourages their cooperation in coordinated management.

The State of Montana should continue to engage a diverse, advisory citizen group to collaborate on the

management of wolves.

The Montana Wolf Management Plan should guide the management of wolves while allowing Montana
Fish. Wildlife & Parks management discretion and flexibility to accommodate the unique attributes of each

pack and the site-specific characteristics of its home range.

Implementation of the Montana Wolf Management Plan should be contingent upon adequate funding,

shared by state, federal, and private entities.

The State of Montana should make a long-term funding commitment to the conservation of wolves,

commensurate with existing programs for black bears and mountain lions.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks should take a lead role in the creation and implementation of a science-

based information and education program to increase public knowledge with a goal of reducing the emotion
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and controversy regarding wolves and their management. The effort should be collaborative with other

agencies and non-governmental organizations.

To Ensure Public Safety,

• The general public, in the unlikely need for defense of human life, may use any means, including lethal

take, to address an imminent threat, regardless of location or wolf population status.

• Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks or a cooperating agency will take action when the continued presence of a

wolf (or wolves) poses a potential threat to human safety, consistent with existing guidelines established for

black bears and mountain lions.

• The State of Montana may seek statutory authority to regulate the ownership of wolf-dog hybrids, as

deemed necessary.

To Maintain Viable Wildlife Populations,

• We recognize that wolves have an important role in the ecosystem.

• Wolves should be encouraged to exist in large, contiguous public land areas where the potential for conflict

is lowest. Wolves should be permitted in other areas (mixed land ownership), commensurate with social

acceptance and subject to the provisions to protect human safety, the integration of management programs

for ungulates and carnivores, and the provisions which address wolf/livestock conflicts.

• The Montana Wolf Management Plan should take a proactive approach to integrate the management of

ungulates and carnivores and to maintain traditional hunting heritage and wildlife viewing opportunities.

• Ungulate populations should be enhanced wherever possible (subject to landowner tolerance) to support

viable wolf populations, to maintain recreational and viewing opportunities, and to minimize the potential

for livestock depredation.

• Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks should initiate and/or support research efforts to enhance understanding

of the complex interactions and population dynamics of ungulate/carnivore ecosystems, in addition to

applying adaptive harvest management principles to achieve more effective management.

• Ungulate harvest should be balanced with maintaining sufficient prey populations to sustain viable wolf

populations and prevent reclassification under federal law.

• Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks should have a monitoring program for wolves to document wolf

persistence and reproduction in a manner that balances precision and cost-effectiveness.

• Opportunities for regulated public take of wolves through hunting and trapping should be provided as wolf

numbers increase, but opportunity should also be consistent with sustaining viable wolf populations into the

future, thereby precluding reclassification under federal law.

To Protect the Livestock Industry,

• Economic and other incentives .should be provided to livestock producers who voluntarily implement best

management practices that decrease the potential for wolf/livestock conflicts.

• Livestock owners should have a quick and efficient means available to them to address wolf depredation

problems.

• There should be a positive relationship between wolf numbers and landowner flexibility to address wolf

depredation problems on private lands. As wolf numbers increase, landowner flexibility should increase.
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The Council acknowledges that tolerance for wolves on private property is fundamental to wolf population

recovery and range expansion. Furthcnnore, we recognize that wolf recovery in Montana will result in the

loss of personal property by wolf predation. Citizens should be compensated for livestock losses at fair

market value. Compensation is critical to building tolerance for wolves by citizens who are adversely

affected by wolves.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks funds should not be used to make compensation payments for livestock

depredations.

• Montana Department of Livestock and USDA Wildlife Services should take an incremental approach to

addressing wolf depredations on livestock, guided by wolf numbers. When wolf numbers are low, more
conservative methods should be applied whereas increasingly more aggressive control methods should be

applied as wolf numbers increase.

Recommendations

We. the Council, also make the following specific recommendations regarding legislation, funding, and educational

efforts necessary for plan implementation.

legislation

The wolf is listed as a state endangered species in Montana under the Nongame and Endangered Species

Conservation Act (87-5-109 MCA) passed in 1973. Under this statute, the wolf is legally protected from take except

for specific purposes (scientific, zoological, or educational) or in specific circumstances under a permit issued by the

FWP Director. Wolves may also be taken without a pennit in emergency situations involving an immediate threat to

human life. Action by the Montana Legislature is required to remove a species from a state classification as

'threatened' or 'endangered.'

In 1995, the Montana Legislature passed Senate Bill 394, which amends Title 81 (Department of Livestock) sections

by adding the wolf to the definition of predatory animal (81-7-101, MCA). Furthermore, it stales, 'The Department

of Livestock shall conduct the destruction, extermination, and control of predatory animals capable of killing,

destroying, maiming, or injuring domestic livestock or domestic poultry, and the protection and safeguarding of

livestock and poultry in this state against depredations from these animals" (81-7-102, MCA). This section also

states that the Department of Livestock shall "adopt rules applicable to predatory animal control which are necessary

and proper for the systematic destruction of the predatory animals by hunting, trapping, and poisoning operations

and payments of bounties." The effective date of this Act is "whenever the gray wolf is removed from the list of

threatened or endangered species by the appropriate agency of the United States government."

The USFWS will not delist the gray wolf in Montana while the wolf remains classified as a "predatory animal"

because FWP would have no ability to regulate take and the Department of Livestock would be required to conduct

its extermination. Unless Statute 81-7-101 is amended, Montana would not have adequate regulatory mechanisins in

place to assure the USFWS that wolves would not require subsequent reclassification and federal protection under

the Endangered Species Act.

Montana Statute 87-3- 1 30 addresses the taking of wildlife to protect persons or livestock. It states that there should

be "no criminal liability for the taking of wildlife protected by this chapter if the wildlife is molesting, assaulting,

killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock. " After wolves come under state management authority, the

Council understands this Statute to also extend to livestock producers protecting their livestock from wolves which
are found "molesting, assaulting, killing, or threatening to kill." However, it is unclear whether this statute could

also be interpreted to include domestic pets and guarding animals under the concepts of defense of life and

protection of livestock.

The Council makes the following legislative recommendations:

• Amend 81-7-101 to remove the wolf from the list of "predatory animals."
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Remove the wolf from its 'endangered' status under the Montana Nongame and Endangered Species Act

concurrent with federal action removing the wolf from legal protection under the federal Endangered Species

Act.

Reclassify the wolf as a species "in need of management" consistent with Montana Statutes 87-5-101 through

122, which convey authority to FWP and the f^WP Commission to adopt regulations on take, including

permitting livestock producers to take depredating wolves, hunting seasons, trapping regulations, etc. The FWP
Commission may then confer a big game or furbearer status to the wolf when wolf numbers have increased to

the point where regulated public take becomes appropriate. It should be the intent of the FWP Commission that

regulated public take provisions allow hunting and trapping activities, subsequent to Commission oversight.

Amend Statute 87-3-130 to include pets (domestic dogs) and guard dogs (including guard llamas) under the

defense of life and property concept, if legal interpretation concludes that they are not already.

Funding

The Council believes that implementation of the Montana Wolf Management Plan should be contingent upon

adequate funding. We recommend that the State of Montana pursue all possible funding sources including, but not

limited to, public/private foundations, federal or state appropriations, and other private sources.

Education

A wolf management plan for the state will be controversial. Personal opinions, anecdotal experiences, and biases

for and against the wolf lead to emotional and often irrational viewpoints, creating a challenging environment in

which to manage wolves. Therefore, the Council recognizes the importance, value, and need for an educational

program to parallel management activities. The objectives of a sound wolf management education program should

be to provide .science-based and factual infonnation regarding the wolf and its management in Montana, in the hopes

that the public will become more knowledgeable, more objective, and less emotional regarding this species and its

management.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks should be the lead agency in the formulation and dissemination of an educational

program. However, the information sources should include other state and federal agencies, non-governmental

organizations, and tribes. All material provided to FWP and included in the program must be validated as factual

and have a foundation of scientific data. Assuring the soundness of information will be the responsibility of FWP.
This collaborative approach is also necessary to ensure that different groups do not put out conflicting information,

which could undermine agency credibility and erode public acceptance of any wolf management program.
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APPENDIX 2

2001 Montana Legislature

SENATE BILL NO. 163: Reclassify Certain Species for Management Purposes

INTRODUCED BY L. GROSFIELD

AN ACT REVISING STATUTES APPLICABLE TO THE MANAGEMENT OF CERTAIN ANIMAL SPECIES;
RECLASSIFYING CERTAIN SPECIES TO INCREASE THE STATE'S ABILITY TO MAINTAIN OR REGAIN
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY RATHER THAN HAVING MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY EXERCISED BY
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT; REVISING THE DEHNITION OF "PREDATORY ANIMAL ";

ELIMINATING THE AUTHORITY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LIVESTOCK TO EXTERMINATE
PREDATORY ANIMALS; ALLOWING A PERSON TO PROTECT LIVESTOCK BY KILLING OR
ATTEMPTING TO KILL A GRIZZLY BEAR THAT IS IN THE ACT OF ATTACKING OR KILLING
LIVESTOCK; ALLOWING THE AMENDMENT OF REGULATIONS FOR A SPECIES IN NEED OF
MANAGEMENT WITHOUT LEGISLATIVE APPROVAL; PROVIDING FOR MANAGEMENT OF THE
GRAY WOLF IF IT IS REMOVED FROM THE FEDERAL AND STATE LISTS OF THREATENED OR
ENDANGERED WILDLIFE; AMENDING SECTIONS 81-7-101, 81-7-102, 81-7-103, 81-7-104, 87-3-127, 87-3-

130. AND 87-5-105, MCA; REPEALING SECTION 7, CHAPTER 244, LAWS OF 1995; AND PROVIDING AN
IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MONTANA:

Section 1. Section 81-7-101, MCA, is amended to read:

"8 1 -T - 101. (Temporary) Defin ition. For the purpose of this port the term "wild animal" shall include coyote,

lynx, and any other animal causing depredations upon livestock.

81-7-101. (Effective on occurrence of contingency) Definition. For the purpose of this part, the term

"predatory animal" includes gray wolf, coyote , red fox.^jynjh and any other individual animal causing depredations

upon livestock."

Section 2. Section 81-7-102, MCA, is amended to read:

"8 1 -7 - 1 2. (Temporary) Deportment to supervise destruct ion of predatory an imals cooperotion with

other agencies

—

adm inistration of moneys . ( 1 ) The depurlment of livestock sha l l conduci the destruction,

oxtormination, and control of wild animals predatory in nature and capable of killing, destroying, maiming, or

injuring domestic livestock or domestic poultry, and the protection and safeguarding of livestock and poultry in this

state against depredations from these animals. The department shall formulate the praoiioal programs for

accompl ishing these objectives in this state and for carrying out the programs in an effie ient and pract ical manner
responsive to the need for control in each area of this state.

—(2) TTic department sha l l adopt rules appl i cable to predatory animal control which arc necessary and proper for

the systematic destruct ion of the wi ld animals by hunting, trapping, and poisoning operations and payments of

bounties. The department shal l make field, area, range, or other orders and instructions, including orders and

i nstructions to hunter and trapper personnel and others, which arc appropriate in the various areas al different
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seasons of the ye ar, taking into con sideration (he habits, presence , migrations, or movements of the animals and their

attacits on livestock and poultry, either singly or in packs or bands .

—(3) The department shall cooperate with authoriiied representatives of the federal government, including the

biological sur>'ey and the fish and wildlife service , the department offish, wildlife, and parks, boards of county

commissioners, voluntary associations of slockgrowcrs , sheopgrowers. ranchers, farmers, and sportsmen, and

corporations and individual s , in the systematic destruction of wild animals by hunting, trapping, and poi soning

operations.

—
(4 ) Thi s section and 8 1 7 103 do not interfere with or impair the power and duties of the department of fish,

wildlife , and parks in the control of predatory animals by the department of fi sh, wildlife , and parks as authorized by

law, or the obligation of the department of fi sh, wildlife , and parks to expend its funds in cooperation with the

department for predatory animal control as required by law. Funds of the department of fi sh, wildlife, and parks for

the cooperative predatory animal control shall be administered and expended by the department of fish, wildlife, and

parks .

81-7-102. (Effective on occurrence of contingency) Department to supervise destruction of predatory

animals — cooperation with other agencies — administration of money. ( 1 ) The department of livestock shall

conduct the destruction , extermination, and control of predatory animals capable of killing, destroying, maiming, or

injuring domestic livestock or domestic poultry; and the protection and safeguarding of livestock and poultry in this

state against depredations from these animals. The department shall formulate the practical programs for

accomplishing these objectives in this state and for carrying out the programs in an efficient and practical manner

responsive to the need for control in each area of this state.

(2) The department shall adopt rules applicable to predatory animal control which that are necessary and proper

for the systematic destruction of the predatory animals by hunting, trapping, and poisoning operations and payments

of bounties. The department shall make field, area, range, or other orders and instructions, including orders and

instructions to hunter and trapper personnel and others, which that are appropriate in the various areas at different

seasons of the year, taking into consideration the habits, presence, migrations, or movements of the animals and their

attacks on livestock and poultry, either singly or in packs or bands.

(3) The department shall cooperate with authorized representatives of the federal government, including the

biological survey and the fish and wildlife service, the department of fish, wildlife, and parks, boards of county

commissioners, voluntary associations of stockgrowers, sheepgrowers, ranchers, farmers, and sportsmen, and

corporations and individuals, in the systematic destruction of predatory animals by hunting, trapping, and poisoning

operations.

(4) Thi s section and Section 81-7-103 and this section do not interfere with or impair the power and duties of the

department of fish, wildlife, and parks in the control of predatory animals by the department of fish, wildlife, and

parks as authorized by law^ or the obligation of the department of fish, wildlife, and parks to expend its funds in

cooperation with the department for predatory animal control as required by law. Funds of the department of fish,

wildlife, and parks for the cooperative predatory animal control must be administered and expended by the

department of fish, wildlife, and parks."

Section 3. Section 81-7-103, MCA, is amended to read:

"81-7-103. Administration of funds by the department. The department shall administer and expend for

predatory animal extermination and control all money which that is made available to it. including the money

allocated for this purpose under 81-7-104 and all money which that is made available to the department by

appropriations made by the legislature for predatory animal control by the department. The department shall expend

the funds for predatory animal control by all effective means responsive to the necessities of control in various areas

of the state, including employment of hunters, trappers, and other personnel, procurement of traps, poisons,

equipment, and supplies, and payment of bounties in the discretion of the department at those times of the year it

considers advisable."
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Section 4. Section 81-7-104, MCA, is amended to read:

"8 1 7 104 . (Tcmpurory) Predator control moneys

—

use of proceeds . ( 1 ) The depanniL'ni of livestock shall

a l locate a portion of the money from the levy under 15 2 4 921 for the purpose of protecting livestock in the state

against destniction. depredation, and injury by wild iinimuls. whether the livestock is on lands in private ownership,

in the ownership of the state, or in the ownership of the United States , i nc luding open ranges and all lands in or of

the pub l ic domain. This protection may be by any means of effective predatory anima l destruction, cxterminatioft;

and control, inc luding sys tematic hunting and trapp ing and payment of bounties.

—(2) Money shall be paid out only on claims duly and regularly presented to the department of livestock and

approved by the department in accordance with the law applicab le either to claims for bounties or for other

expenditures necessary and proper for predatory animal control by means and methods other than payment of

bounties , as de termined by the department. Money designated for predator control sha l l be availab le for the payment

of bounty claims and for expenditures for planned, seasonal, or other campaign s directed or operated by the

department in cooperation with other agencies for the systematic destruction, extermination, and control of

predatory wild animal s , as determined by the department and its advi sory coinmittee. No claim s may be approved in

excess of moneys available for such purpo.scs. and no warrant s may be regi stered agains t the moneys .

81-7-104. (Effective on occurrence of contingency) Predator control money -- use of proceeds. ( 1 ) The
department of livestock shall allocate a portion of the money from the levy under 15-24-921 for the purpose of

protecting livestock in the state against destruction, depredation, and injury by predatory animals, whether the

livestock is on lands in private ownership, in the ownership of the state, or in the ownership of the United States,

including open ranges and all lands in or of the public domain. This protection may be by any means of effective

predatory animal destruction , extermination, and control, including systematic hunting and trapping and payment of

bounties.

(2) Money must may be paid out only on claims duly and regularly presented to the department of livestock and

approved by the department in accordance with the law applicable cither to claims for bounties or for other

expenditures necessary and proper for predatory animal control by means and methods other than payment of

bounties, as determined by the department. Money designated for predator control must be available for the payment

of bounty claims and for expenditures for planned, seasonal, or other campaigns directed or operated by the

department in cooperation with other agencies for the systematic destruction , extermination, and control of

predatory animals, as determined by the department and its advisory committee. Claims may not be approved in

excess of money available for those purposes, and warrants may not be registered against the money."

Section 5. Section 87-3- 1 27, MCA, is amended to read:

"87-3-127. Taking of stock-killing animals. ( 1 ) Livestock owners , their agents, or employees of the department

or the a federal li sh and wildlife service agency may use dogs in pursuit of stock-killing black bears, stock-killing

mountain lions, and stock-killing bobcats. Other means of taking stock-killing black bears, stock-killing mountain

lions, and stock-killing bobcats may be used, except the use of the deadfall.

(2) Traps used in capturing bears shaH must be inspected twice each day with the inspections 12 hours apart."

Section 6. Section 87-3- 1 30, MCA, is amended to read:

"87-3-130. Taking of wildlife to protect persons or livestock. ( 1 ) This chapter may not be construed to

impose, by implication or otherwise, criminal liability for the taking of wildlife protected by this chapter if the

wildlife is molesting, assau lting, attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock , except that, for

purpo.ses of protecting livestock, a person may not kill or attempt to kill a griz/-ly bear unless the grizzly bear is in

the act of attacking or killing livestock . In addition, a person may kill or attempt to kill a wolf or mountain lion that

is in the act of attacking or killing a domestic dog. A person who se takes wildlife protected by this chapter shall

notify the department within 72 hours.
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(2) A person may not intentionally provide supplemental feed to game animals in a manner that results in an

artificial concentration of game animals that may potentially contribute to the transmission of disease. A person who
violates this subsection is guilty of a misdemeanor and is subject to the penalty provided in 87- 1 - 1 02( I ). This

subsection does not apply to supplemental feeding activities conducted by the department for disease control

purposes.

(3) As used in this section, "livestock" includes ostriches, rheas, and emus."

Section 7. Section 87-5-105, MCA, is amended to read:

"87-5-105. Regulations to manage nongame wildlife. ( 1 ) On the basis of the determinations made pursuant to

87-5-104. the department shall issue management regulations. Such The regulations shaH must set forth species or

subspecies of nongame wildlife which that the department deems considers to be in need of management pursuant to

87-5-104 through 87-5-106, giving their common and scientific names by species and subspecies. The department

may from time to time amend such regulations on the approval of the legislature by adding or deleting therefrom

species or subspecies of nongame wildlife .

(2) The department shall by such regulations regulation establish proposed limitations relating to taking,

possession, transportation, exportation, processing, sale or offer for sale, or shipment as may be deemed considered

necessary to manage seeh nongame wildlife that is designated in need of management . The department may make
such changes in the proposed regulations as are consistent with effective management of nongame wildlife as

designated by the legislature .

"

Section 8. Process for delisting of gray wolf - management following delisting. (1 ) If the United States fish

and wildlife service removes the Northern Rocky Mountain or gray wolf from the United States' list of endangered

or threatened wildlife, the department is authorized to remove the wolf from the state list of endangered species

upon a determination by the department pursuant to this part that the wolf is no longer endangered.

(2) Following state delisting of the wolf, the department shall manage the wolf as a species in need of

management until the department and the commission determine that the wolf no longer needs protection as a

species in need of management and can be managed and protected as a game animal. Upon making that

determination, the commission may declare the wolf a big game animal or a furbearer and may regulate the taking of

a wolf as a big game animal or furbearer.

(3) Following state delisting of the wolf, the department, or the department of livestock, pursuant to 81-7-102 and

81-7-103, may control wolves for the protection and safeguarding of livestock if the control action is consistent with

a wolf management plan approved by both the department and the department of livestock.

Section 9. Repealer. Section 7, Chapter 244, Laws of 1995, is repealed.

Section 10. Codification instruction. [Section 8] is intended to be codified as an integral part of Title 87,

chapter 5, part I, and the provisions of Title 87, chapter 5, part I, apply to [section 8].

Section 11. Effective date. [This act] is effective on passage and approval.

- END -

New language in a bill appears underlined, deleted material appears stricken.
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APPENDIX 5

Rocky Mountain States: Confirmed Wolf Depredation and Wolf Control, 1987-2000
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SHEEP AND LAMB LOSSES

By Non-Predator Cause and Number of Head, Montana, USA*

1984-2000
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CATTLE AND CALF LOSSES
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APPENDIX 8

DRAFT MFWP PUBLIC INFORMATION PLAN

September 2001

INTRODUCTION
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks will soon take on management responsibility for the state's gray wolf population.

An accepted and approved Montana Wolf Management Plan will allow MI^P to obtain local management of

wolves. The plan must be accepted and approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and by the people of

Montana.

An estimated 40 breeding wolf packs exist in the Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming recovery areas. A federal plan

currently calls for establishing 10 packs in each of the three areas for three years before delisting can occur. Federal

wolf managers, however, say that the biological intent of the recovery plan could also be met with a total of 30

packs evenly distributed in the tri-state area. A total of 30 packs for three years could trigger delisting, a process

that could begin in 2003.

Once delisted the wolves will come under state management.

MFWP is preparing now to answer questions that will emerge as the state moves toward developing a balanced wolf

management plan for Montana. Because wolf management procedures will be closely examined and

arouse controversy, MFWP seeks to build a balanced management approach that acknowledges the

complexity of the political, social and environmental factors associated with wolves and their

management.

Basic questions Montanans and others will expect to have answered include:

How will wolves be managed?

What areas will wolves be permitted to inhabit?

Should Montanans be concerned about public safety?

Who will fund wolf management in Montana?

What impacts will wolves have on wildlife populations?

What impacts will wolves have on livestock?

This draft public information plan will serve as MFWP's initial guide as it prepares to inform the public in Montana

and across the nation about gray wolf management in Montana.

OBJECTIVES
1

.

Increase public awareness of the gray wolf and its recovery in Montana and increase awareness that once

delisted the gray wolf will come under state management.

Answer the following questions:

• What is a gray wolf?

• Where are gray wolves found?

• Why is MFWP going to manage wolves?

• How will wolves impact wildlife?

• How will wolves impact livestock?

• What are the legal aspects of state-run wolf management?

• What is being done to prepare Montanans for state management of wolves?

• How can the public participate?

2. Increase awareness of the status of the gray wolf in Montana, the delisting process and delisting milestones.
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3. Increase awareness of the array of management tools Mf^WP will employ once the gray wolf is delisted in

Montana.

STRATEGIES
To meet the above objectives, a cooperative approach will be necessary. Partnerships among state and federal

agencies, Indian tribes, hunting and conservation groups, the agricultural community, schools, civic groups and

others are vital for success. MFWP will also employ targeted infonnation delivery based on MFWP surveys that

show where and how Montanans and others get infonnation on natural resource issues. Most strategies will have an

associated MFWP website component. Initial strategies include:

Internal Affairs

Use MFWP internal communication vehicles to highlight and explain the Montana Wolf Management Plan

• Prepare a Montana Wolf Management Plan primer for MFWP employees to include information, status and

logistics of Montana's wolf management responsibilities.

• Fresh Tracks internal newsletter updates about Montana Wolf Management Plan progress

• Regional and division meetings will include presentations on the Montana Wolf Management Plan

Media
Use statewide media to highlight and explain the Montana Wolf Management Plan

• Prepare a "Montana Wolf Management Plan" news and information kit for news reporters.

• Use paid radio advertising and Public Service Announcements to reach a broad spectrum of the public for

an initial announcement focusing on Montana Wolf Management Plan participation and comment; and

develop more announcements as the project moves forward.

• Use paid television advertising and PSAs to highlight important information.

• Include selected paid advertisements in local newspapers.

• Expand and update MFWP's Wolf Management website.

• Issue regular news releases to highlight the Montana Wolf Management Plan launch and its progress.

• Produce MFWP "Outdoor Reports" for television news broadcasts

Displays and Information

Use displays and prepared information to highlight and explain the Montana Wolf Management Plan

• Produce a quality full-color pamphlet—suitable for direct mailings, meeting handouts, and website placement--

that outlines Montana Wolf Management Plan goals, recovery triggers, management options, and wolf ecology

and history in Montana.

• Produce associated portable display and materials for meetings, lobbies, and gatherings.

• Include project specific information in interest group newsletters and MFWP's legislator updates.

• Include project specific information in MFWP license agent newsletters.

• Include project specific information in MFWP Hunter Education newsletters

Presentations

Use statewide presentations that could include, video, PowerPoint, web-based PowerPoint, 35mm slides, and

associated educational materials to explain the Montana Wolf Management Plan

• Present objective "wolves in Montana" programs at local schools

• Present objective "wolves in Montana" programs for civic and interest groups

• Conduct or cooperate in "wolves in Montana" discussions at statewide meetings or conventions. For

example at the Montana Bowhunters Association, Montana Outfitters and Guides Association. Montana

Livestock Association, and Montana Wildlife Federation and other annual gatherings.

• Work closely with MFWP biologists, information center staff, and wardens to enhance their direct contacts;

also include biologists and wardens in school presentations and other presentations.
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APPENDIX 3

NOXIOUS WEEDS OF MONTANA

Invasive non-native species are now one of the leading threats to the integrity of our nation's forests, grasslands, and

waterways. However, the impact of non-native species on our economy and ecological systems is often not widely

recognized. Source: County Noxious Weed Control Act State of Montana Department of Agriculture Helena,

Montana.

Category 1 Noxious Weeds

Consists of weeds that are currently established and generally widespread in many counties of the state.

Management criteria include awareness and education, containment and suppression of existing infestations, and

prevention of new infestations. These weeds are capable of rapid spread and render land unfit or greatly limit

beneficial uses.

Canada thistle {Cirsium arvense)

Russian knapweed (Centaiirea repens)

Spotted knapweed ( Centaurea maculosa)

Diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa)

Dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica)

Field bindweed {Convolvulus arvensis)

St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum)

Sulfur (erect) cinquefoil (Potentilla recta)

Whitetop or Hoary cress (Cardaria draba)

Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula)

Common Tansy (Tanacetum vulgare)

Ox-eye Daisy (Chrysanthemum leucanthemum L.)

Houndstounge (Cynoglossum officinale L.)

Category 2 Noxious Weeds

Consists of weeds that have recently been introduced into the state or are rapidly spreading from their current

infestation sites. These weeds are capable of rapid spread and invasion of lands,

rendering lands unfit for beneficial uses. Management criteria include awareness and education, monitoring and

containment of knowTi infestations, and eradication where possible.

Purple loosestrife or lythnim (Lythrum salicaria, L virgatum, and any hybrid crosses)

Dyers woad (Isatis tinctoria)

Tansy Ragwort (Senecio jacobea L.)

Meadow Hawkweed Complex (Hieracium prantense, H.)

Orange Hawkweed (Hieracium aurantiacum L)

Tamarisk "Salt cedar" (Tamarix spp.)

Category 3 Noxious Weeds

Consists of weeds that have not been detected in the state or may be found only in small, scattered, localized

infestations. Management criteria include awareness and education, early

detection, and immediate action to eradicate infestations. These weeds are known pests in nearby states and are

capable of rapid spread, rendering land unfit for beneficial uses.

Yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis)

Common crupina (Crupina vulgaris)

Rush skeletonweed ( Chondrilla juncea
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